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ABSTRACT 
Managerial Interdependency: Predicting Managerial Effectiveness 
According to Roy Heath's Personality Theory 
(September 1983) 
Michael Shandler, M.Ed., University of Massachusetts 
Directed by: Dr. Sheryl Riechmann-Hruska 
Little research has been done on managerial interdependence, 
and few models or research tools about it exist. The model and 
instrumentation which look the most promising were developed by Roy 
Heath. His is a developmental model which offers a comprehensive 
understanding of how different individuals cope with dependency and 
how as they mature emotionally their psychological stance prepares 
them increasingly for interdependence. To put his theory into 
practice (i.e., to test its practical application in a business 
setting) is the heart of the research component of the 
dissertation. 
The major purpose of the study was to assess whether the 
interdependency levels of 22 managers at Genrad, Inc., a high 
technology company, were related to their overall managerial 
vii 
effectiveness ratings. Roy Heath's Personality Theory, and its 
instrument, the Modes of Existence Test (MOE) (Heath, 1978), were 
used to define and measure interdependency. The Personal 
Orientation Instrument (POI) (Shostrum, 1963), an instrument with 
similar roots to Heath's model, was also used to measure this 
dimension and to check on the generalizabi1ity of the larger 
concept of interdependency. Managerial effectiveness ratings of 
the managers were supplied by the host company. Overall managerial 
effectiveness ratings were established as a function of four 
effectiveness scores: (1) performance ratings, (2) ranking by a 
divisional general manager and a senior management group for 
purposes of stock options and bonus, (3) ranking by a corporate 
review committee who had known the subjects over several years, (4) 
independent overall ranking based on the three previous scores. 
The major thrust of the study, i.e., "managers with high 
interdependency levels as measured by the Modes of Existence Test 
will be more effective managers than those scoring lower on the 
Modes of Existence Test (MOE), was supported. Two hypotheses 
relating scores on the POI to (1) effectiveness ratings, and (2) to 
interdependency levels measured by the MOE, were not supported. A 
final hypothesis that managerial effectiveness would differ 
according to the personality type as measured by Heath's MOE was 
not supported. Other findings, limitations, implications and 
suggestions for further research are discussed. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The "rugged individualist" and "self-made" are American 
col loqui 1 isms for success. It has become tradition in our culture 
to admire the achievements of singular individuals. American 
heroes such as Rockefeller, Edison, Earhart, Ford, Roosevelt, and 
many others are thought to be extraordinary because of their 
ability to act independently, to set a personally defined course 
without reference to custom, and/or despite considerable popular 
opposition. The idealization of these personages gives life to 
individual creativity, but their image engenders little enthusiasm 
for cooperative adventure. 
American culture supports and rewards the ability for 
independent achievement, and while few would argue that this is all 
negative, it does tend to contribute to a fixation that diminishes 
the day to day importance of interdependent functioning. In 
industry one result of this cultural fixation translates into 
organizations where collegial relationships are characterized by 
competition rather than collaboration. The individual who manages 
to stand out above his peers reaps the rewards of success. 
1 
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Ouchi (1981) reports on the activities of a new American 
company in Japan. The story typifies the unconscious American 
expectation for independent action so imbued in our culture. The 
company set up a suggestion box and encouraged individual workers 
to place into it suggestions with ideas and innovations that might 
improve productivity. For any idea that was adopted a bonus based 
on a percentage of the savings generated by the innovation was 
offered. For six months the suggestion box remained totally empty, 
though the Japanese are known to be among the world's great 
innovators. The American managers were extremely puzzled. They 
approached their Japanese subordinates and asked why the suggestion 
system had not be used. Their answer was very revealing; "No one 
can come up with a work improvement idea alone. We work together, 
and any ideas that one of us may have are actually developed by 
watching others and talking to others. If one of us was singled 
out for being responsible for such an idea, it would embarrass all 
of us" (1981), p. 42). Upon understanding the deep sense of 
interdependence held by their Japanese subordinates, the American 
management instituted a group suggestion system, and innovations 
which were to be adopted would be rewarded by group bonuses. 
Suggestions and productivity improvements rained down on the 
management. 
Since it is clear that the Japanese post-World War II 
economic success is due, at least in part, to the esprit de corps 
they have been able to mobilize within their organizations, it may 
be profitable for us to take a page out of their book. At the 
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hGart of thG synorgy thG JapariGSG havG tappGd is thoir activs 
embrace of interdependence (Pascale and Athos, 1981). Perhaps we 
in the West have misunderstood some aspects of dependency, have 
been caught up in an either/or, dependency/independency polarity 
that does not serve us well as individuals, does damage to our 
relationships, institutions, and organizations, and to our culture 
and country. Perhaps the complexities of modern industrial 
development and post-industrial development make the ideal of the 
rugged individualist an anachronism. Today, such complexities 
increasingly demand that creativity arise out of a synergistic 
meeting of minds. One person alone is often not up to the task. 
If Japanese values are the source of Japanese economic success, 
interdependence, not independence, may be an important key to 
understanding organizational effectiveness. 
Little research has been done on managerial interdependence, 
and few models or research tools about it exist. The model and 
instrumentation which look the most promising were developed by Roy 
Heath. His is a developmental model which offers a comprehensive 
understanding of how different individuals cope with dependency and 
how, as they mature emotionally, their psychological stance 
prepares them increasingly for interdependence. To put his theory 
into practice (i.e., to test its practical application in a 
business setting) is the heart of the research component of the 
dissertation. 
This study using Heath's work potentially offers insight into 
the dependency-independency dilemma with which many Americans 
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constantly wrestle (Ferguson, 1980; Toffler, 1980). What is 
proposed is that two sets of data will be collected from managers 
in an organization. The first is scores on Roy Heath's instrument. 
These data will provide a measure of each person's personality type 
in relation to a dependency-interdependency developmental process. 
The second set of data will be drawn from scales in the Personal 
Orientation Inventory (P.O.I.) (Shostrum, 1963), a test with 
similar roots to Heath's Model, and which might provide useful 
supportive information on the maturity dimension of personality. 
These data will be correlated in turn against managerial 
effectiveness. If interdependency is an important managerial 
skill, as suggested by the Japanese models, then a posititve 
relationship should exist between greater interdependence scores 
and measures of effectiveness. Findings will be analyzed with 
sensitivity to the newness of using the Heath model and instrument 
for research of this type. 
Problem 
The most recent literature on collaboration in organizations 
(Kraus, 1980; Loughran, 1981), as well as the literature describing 
applications of Japanese management (Pascale and Athos, 1981; 
Ouchi, 1981), points to the importance of skills, attitudes, 
values, and behaviors related to the interdependencies that arise 
in working situations. Of particular interest is how such 
interdependent relationships are dealt with from a psychological 
standpoint by the individuals involved. Little work has been done 
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to actually examine the psychology of interdependence in 
organizational settings, especially how a manager's effectiveness 
might be impacted by it. 
Roy Heath's personality theory (1964) is one of the few 
available that describes how different psychological types deal 
with dependency, and how each of these types evolves 
devel opmentally toward psychological maturity, of which 
interdependence is an integral part. This theory and 
instrumentation has not been applied to management effectiveness, 
though it seems particularly appropriate for doing so. 
Background 
As early as 1938, Chester Barnard, author of the classic The 
Functions of the Executive, wrote that "Organizations are a system 
of cooperative activities--and their coordination requires 
something intangible and personal that is largely a matter of 
relationships" (1938, p. 75). Writing about the same subject in 
1981, Pascale and Athos echo Barnard's words with a note of 
urgency: 
In spite of the demonstrated importance of these 
relationships, we are under-equipped culturally in 
grasping their nature and force. Organizational 
relationships are based on interdependence. As 
every executive knows, peers, superiors, and 
subordinates provide support and assistance to one 
another even when they pretend otherwise (1981, p. 
190). 
Pascale and Athos in fact dedicate an entire section of their 
book (The Art of Japanese Management) to the problems surrounding 
the concept of interdependence. They speak of deep roots in 
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American culture that contribute to difficulty in accepting the 
concept of interdependence. 
For cultural reasons, dependence is a disquieting 
word for Westerners; for practical reasons, 
excessive independence is, too. Counter-dependence 
and a cultural preoccupation with "doing your own 
thing" is a persistent problem for many 
Americans--achieving the appropriate level of 
independence is often as loaded and troublesome as 
dealing with feelings of dependence. . . . What is 
needed, conceptually, is a clearer notion of 
interdependence that permits us to preserve the 
best of independence and dependence without getting 
the worst of both (1981, pp. 197-198). 
Given our present national preoccupation with productivity it 
does seem that a deeper understanding of interdependence would be 
timely. Napier and Gershenfeld (1973) list some of the advantages 
to be found in situations where individuals enter into tasks with 
an acceptance of the need for cooperation and interdependence. 
These include: 
1. more listening 
2. more acceptance of others' ideas 
3. less possessiveness of ideas 
4. more communication 
5. more self-imposed (group) achievement pressure 
6. more attentiveness to members' ideas 
7. a friendly climate. 
Although the desirability of the foregoing qualities is 
logical for productive organizational functioning, it is naive to 
assume that all groups will enjoy interdependent cooperation. Some 
groups experience strife, competition, mediocrity, etc., even 
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within a so-called collaborative setting. It seems to this 
researcher, therefore, that it is the individual organizational 
member's capacity for interdependence, i.e., his or her maturity, 
which enables these qualities to result. Furthermore, of all the 
individual people in an organization, it is the individual manager, 
who Barnard (1938) identified as the "fulminator" of the creative 
processes intrinsic in organizational cooperation. He or she sets 
the tone which enables other organizational members to cooperate 
rather than compete. Since the managerial role appears pivotal, it 
has been chosen as the unit of study for this research. 
Roy Heath's personality theory is of particular applicability 
to the assessment of managerial interdependence since it equates 
psychological maturity with the capacity for interdependence. It 
recognizes that individuals have differing personality traits, and 
differing levels of maturity but asserts that all evolve toward 
interdependence and cooperation. Although this study is the first 
time Heath's model has been systematically applied in an industrial 
setting, the Western Electric Company has employed the theory 
extensively in the training and development of over one thousand 
managers in the past ten years. Unfortunately no systematic 
records were kept of this application (Jack McGuigen, Western 
Electric Company, in private communication, October, 1982). 
V 
Purpose 
The major purpose of this study is to field-test Heath's 
model as a way of expanding the understanding and application of 
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that modGl, GspGcially thG rGlationship of intGrdGpGndGncy to 
managerial effectiveness. A second purpose is to determine whether 
any difference in managerial effectiveness exists between managers 
categorized as dependent, counter-dependent or independent. 
Interdependency and primary dependency orientation, respectively, 
will be measured on the two major dimensions of Roy Heath's Modes 
of Existence Test (1978). Full details of the MOE and hypotheses 
of the study can be found in Chapter III. 
Significance 
American industry is in trouble. The unemployment rate is 
currently the highest since the great depression, we are being 
beaten to the punch by our overseas competition, and while 
inflation is currently at "acceptable" levels, it has over time 
created a devaluation of the dollar that has altered permanently 
the life styles of many Americans. The academic journals, the 
business press, and the popular media have all speculated on the 
managerial causes of our economic woes. Top management, the 
business schools that initially train them, and the consultants to 
whom they look for advice, have all come under fire for this state 
of affairs. We are under collective pressure to examine old 
assumptions and paradigms about management and to venture into new 
areas and ways of looking at things. As D. Ronald Daniel, managing 
director of the McKinsey consulting group, has said:/'We badly 
need more ideas, more thinking, more explorations for how 
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enterprises work and prosper and fail" (in Pascale and Athos, 1981, 
p. 18). 
There are very few studies in the practice of management that 
deal with how managers cope with the inevitable interdependencies 
that are demanded by close association and interaffiliation with 
peers, subordinates, and superiors. In a time where collaboration, 
team approaches to problem-solving and cooperation, rather than 
intra-group competition in work settings are being recognized as 
the more humane, and in the long run, more productive way of doing 
things, how managers cope with dependency is a multi-leveled 
concern. How does an individual manager's personality and level of 
emotional maturity affect the interdependent relationships which 
become as much a part of the job as particular tasks? Is one 
manager's personality or maturity level more conducive to 
interdependence than another's? Is interdependence related to 
effectiveness? Are more interdependent managers more effective 
than less interdependent managers? Is one personality style in 
relation to interdependence more conducive to effectiveness in one 
department, or in one company, than another? These and other 
related questions have not been answered in traditional managerial 
studies. Since the essence of Roy Heath's personality model 
describes the ego-functioning leading to interdependence it offers 
the potential for understanding the problems outlined above and for 
developing training programs to change values, attitudes, beliefs, 
and behaviors that now inhibit this developmental process toward 
interdependence. 
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Nature of the Study 
The study will have two major components. The first will be 
a thorough review of Heath's model and why it is especially fitted 
to the study of interdependence in managers. The second part will 
report on use of Heath's model and instrument in a correlational 
study in industry to see if interdependence as measured by the 
model is positively correlated with managerial effectiveness as 
independently assessed by the host company. (Full details on 
methodology used to measure managerial effectivenesss are provided 
in Chapter III.) The Personal Orientation Inventory (Shostrum, 
1963) will also be used because of its conceptual closeness to 
Heath's model and more common usage. The POI measures 
self-actualization, a concept similar to Heath's notion of 
emotional maturity, through the scoring of twelve interrelated 
scales. 
Definition of Terms 
The Oxford English dictionary defines interdependence as 
"mutual dependence" and "to depend upon each other mutually". The 
concept of interdependence is used similarly by Heath. Implied in 
his use of the word is an attendant state of individual 
psychological maturity that transcends limited orientation toward 
interpersonal relationships characterized by the constructs of 
dependence, counter-dependence, and independence. 
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PepGndence is defined by the Oxford dictionary as "the 
relation of having existence conditioned by the existence of 
something else"; the term is used similarly by Heath. 
In this vein, counter-dependence is used to denote a 
psychological stance in opposition to dependence, but nevertheless 
still defined by the frame of reference of dependence. 
Independence implies a frame of reference that is, as the 
Oxford dictionary says, "the fact of not depending on another, the 
condition or quality of being independent" (of the frame). A full 
discussion of these terms can be found in Chapter II. 
Assumptions 
1. Individual styles of coping with dependencies that arise in 
work relationships have ramifications to productivity. 
Therefore the dynamics of dependency, counter-dependency, and 
independence in working relationships deserve attention in 
assessing effectiveness. 
2. Managers are important contributors to the processes of 
organizational interdependence due to their influential 
leadership positions and modelling roles, and therefore rank 
highly as initial units of study. 
3. Roy Heath's personality model (1964) is a valid and practical 
theoretical vehicle for understanding various psychological 
stances in relation to development toward interdependency. 
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Limitations 
Although the proposed research offers the potential to 
provide important information about how different personality types 
deal with dependency, and how emotional maturity impacts 
interdependency and effectiveness, the study has limitations that 
are worth noting here. 
For obvious reasons managers are extremely time-conscious, 
and therefore convincing a large number of randomly selected 
managers to give up precious time to contribute to a study whose 
direct "bottom-line" benefits may not be evident for some time to 
come, would be extremely difficult, if not impossible at this stage 
of the research. Consequently the study must be limited to a 
relatively small sample. Therefore, while attained measures about 
the sample will be of immediate potential usefulness to the host 
company, generalizations about the data collected must be 
cautiously advanced. 
The Heath model is used here for conceptualizing and 
measuring interdependence. It is possible that interdependency and 
effectiveness are related, but do not show up in this study because 
of the use of Heath's instrument for measurement purposes. To 
counteract this possibility, the Personal Orientation Inventory 
(POI), a more often used test close in philosophical and 
theoretical basis to Heath's model, will also be used to measure 
psychological maturity, of which interdependence is an integral 
expression. 
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Since only one study using Heath's model has been conducted 
with female subjects, the present study will be confined to male 
managers. (As a matter of fact all of the 22 managers who 
eventually became subjects in this study proved to be male.) 
These limitations, however, should be weighed against one of 
the major purposes of the proposed research, i.e., to present one 
of the first studies to examine the relationship of interdependency 
and managerial effectiveness. This study also presents the first 
use of the Heath model in industrial research. The study is thus 
pioneering in nature. It will be the work of studies that follow 
to further refine the ideas and approaches to understanding 
interdependence generated in this study, and to do so with larger 
samples. 
CHAPTER II 
MANAGERIAL INTERDEPENDENCY; APPLICATIONS 
OF ROY HEATH'S PERSONALITY THEORY 
Introduction 
This chapter has a dual purpose: (1) to present a thorough 
review of Roy Heath's Personality Theory and its applications to 
the area of management, and (2) to review literature that addresses 
the problems and issues surrounding managerial interdependency as 
described in Heath's conception. 
The first section of this chapter represents a synthesis of 
Roy Heath's personality model with primary emphasis on those 
aspects of his model most relevant to the subject of this research. 
Also included here is a review and comparison of Heath's model to 
the major organismic personality theorists. The use of published 
material, as well as unpublished manuscripts, and personal 
communications with Heath by this author form the main authority on 
which this section rests. 
The second section delves more deeply into managerial 
applications of Heath's theory and examinees related literature. 
14 
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This focus is of necessity limited: an examination of Bass' (1981) 
edition of ^ogdill's Handbook of Leadership, the authoritative 
review of leadership and management theory and research, reveals 
not one reference to managerial interdependency. A computer search 
of the management and industrial psychology literature proved 
similarly fruitless. Therefore what is presented here in support 
of the concept of managerial itnerdependency as described in 
Heath's model is gleaned from the work of such major management 
theorists as McClelland (1969), Levinson (1981), and Mersey and 
Blanchard (1977, 1982). This analysis is that of the current 
author since the writers reviewed did not directly or explicitly 
discuss interdependency. 
Part I: Roy Heath's Model 
Origins of the Model 
During the early 1950s Princeton University became engaged in 
a series of performance appraisal studies on the effectiveness of 
its curricular and extra-curricular activities. Roy Heath, then an 
instructor of psychology at Princeton, became committed to a 
longitudinal study of a stratified sample (36) of the 625 members 
of the class of 1954, who were entering Princeton in 1950 (Heath, 
1964). 
Princeton was concerned with the question of its educational 
program's success, but no criteria of success were specified to the 
researchers. Being a psychologist. Heath considered the relevant 
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criteria to be in the domain of the psychological development of 
the students. As Heath himself articulates, "In other words, the 
question I hoped to answer at the conclusion of the research was: 
Did these men grow?" (Heath, 1982, p. 2). But this notion of 
growth proposed by Heath at the outset of the project was as vague 
as the criteria for educational effectiveness put forward by the 
university. In a sense Heath's vagueness could not be avoided, 
for: 
It should be recalled that at that time the 
psychology of personality provided only very 
general notions that might be helpful in specifying 
criteria of personal growth, whether the theories 
were psychoanalytic, behavioristic or organismic. 
While I did not consider myself to be wedded to any 
particular theory of development I did tilt toward 
the organismic, the so-called third-force 
psychology of Goldstein, Allport, Maslow and 
others. Therefore the project got underway with no 
particular model in mind, with only a bare hope 
that out of our research itself some operational 
criteria of development would emerge. 
Throughout the four years of the project, over 700 one-on-one 
interviews were conducted. These interviews were recorded, coded 
for anonymity, and transcribed for further reference and research. 
These transcripts, together with Heath's clinical judgment on each 
subject's behavior over the four-year research period, formed the 
basis of a painstaking analysis of each person's development. What 
emerged from this inductive process was a model based on the 
interfacing of two dimensions. The first dimension is that of 
maturity level of the individual, "the manner in which the self 
interacts with the world, achieves its satisfaction, and defends 
itself from threats to its survival" (Heath, 1973, p. 59). The 
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second dimension is that of individual personality style or type 
(referred to here as "temperament"), a construct "based on the 
manner in which the individual regulates the 'dynamic tension' 
between the inner, instinctual, feeling self and the outer, more 
rational self" (Knefelkamp, Widick and Parker, 1978, p. 94). 
The Model 
Heath, then, had established a personality model with two 
dimensions: a dimension of temperament, and a dimension of 
maturity (see Figure 1.). 
The dimension of temperament is subdivided into three basic 
typologies, the X, Y, or Z which are described in more detail 
shortly. Each personality type is further described in terms of 
the attendant developmental personality characteristics of the 
individual, i.e., in terms of his or her respective level of 
emotional maturity. A low X, thus, is differentiated from a medial 
X, or a high X, and so on. Point A in the model represents an 
ideal level of maturity, characterized by an interdependent 
psychological stance. It is this movement toward interdependency 
intrinsic in Heath's model which shaped this study. 
Characteristics of the X, Y, and Z Types at Different 
Maturity Levels. Knefelkamp, Widick and Parker (1978) provide 
succinct descriptions of the characteristics of the Heath types as 
they move developmentally higher in the model: 
Type X. Type X has difficulty responding to his 
inner self and being aware of his inner feelings. 
13 
(Interdependent) 
A 
Figure 1. Roy Heath's Personality Model. 
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At the lowest level of ego functioning an 
individual's emotional self is unconsciously 
"embedded" deep within him, resulting in an 
unawareness of who he is and how he really feels. 
This lack of knowledge about self produces the 
following characteristics: (1) a need to avoid 
entanglements and commitments by maintaining a 
neutral position or stance; (2) a tendency to be a 
passive participant in relationships and in the 
academic world; (3) a tendency to depend on an 
authority figure for answers and solutions to 
dilemmas; (4) a need to deny negative thoughts and 
feelings and to see only the positive aspects of a 
situation; (5) a fear of risk taking and change; 
and (6) a strong need "to belong" and to help 
relationships be harmonious and not ridden with 
conflict. 
The medial X has begun to be more aware of self 
and has begun to learn how to cope with the 
presence of conflict in relationships and diversity 
of opinions in the academic, social, and work 
worlds. While his first impulse is to seek the 
opinions of others or to avoid taking a stand, he 
is learning to think and act more independently. 
He will remain in the peacemaker or maintenance 
role in a group, but growing in confidence in his 
ability to confront or to disagree. The medial X 
is getting in touch with both positive and negative 
feelings and is just beginning to accept the 
legitimacy of existence of those feelings. 
The high level X has developed a more aware and 
integrated self. He not only recognizes the array 
of his feelings, but has accepted them as a 
legitimate part of who he is. While still most 
comfortable when finding structure and guidance 
from an authority figure, he has begun to use his 
own structure and is capable of independent thought 
and action. His motive behind being a peacemaker 
is now to facilitate the accomplishment of tasks as 
well as to maintain peace. Conflict remains stress 
producing, but it is no longer viewed as always 
negative and always to be avoided. The high X has 
begun to develop both the skills and the courage to 
initiate and to lead as well as to receive and to 
follow -- although he will very carefully pick the 
time and place to do so. His skills as a watcher/ 
observer are well honed and they are now beginning 
to be strategically directed. 
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The Y Type. The Y's semi-constricted filter 
system allows him to be more aware of his feeling 
state than the more constricted X. However, this 
partial awareness results in the Y's distrust (and 
even fear) of those impulses and the active, 
conscious effort to avoid confronting the impulse 
life by engaging in an intense level of activity. 
The X has a strong need to facilitate and keep 
peace; the Y has an inordinate need to achieve and 
to assert himself on the world. Frequently 
characterized as being at war with the world, he is 
really at war with himself, convinced of his own 
lack of self worth and desperately wanting the 
affection and approval of others. 
The low Y is a "pseudoself" striving to be a 
composite of all the successful things he thinks 
others want him to be. In his impatience to 
succeed and his profound fear of failure, he is 
often insensitive to the feelings of others. 
Afraid of his own feelings, he denies them in 
others. The low Y is characterized by dichotomies: 
thinking is good, feeling is a waste of time; 
change is good, status-quo is bad; leading is good, 
following is bad; one either achieves complete 
success or one is a failure. Although the low Y 
represents himself as a thinking, rational, 
objective person, he is not an introspective or 
insightful one. 
The medial Y has begun to experience the 
legitimacy of points of view that differ from his 
own and hence he no longer holds quite so firm to 
his dichotomous rules. He is more sensitive to and 
forgiving of himself and others, more able to 
relax, to laugh at himself, to be free to not 
achieve in every single endeavor of activity. He 
has begun to believe that others value him for his 
own sake and not just for his achievements. 
The high Y remains achievement oriented, but 
will also take the risk of participating in 
activities for fun or the newness of the 
experience. Some of the rigidity and sharp 
defensive edges are gone and hence the high Y can 
more effectively express emotions and empathize 
with the emotions of others. While he still 
prefers the thinking mode, feeling has become 
legitimate. He no longer insists that his rules 
should be for everyone, because others have become 
legitimate. 
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The Z Type. The Z's filter system is the most 
porous, and the Z is often characterized by 
impulsivity and variability of mood. The low Z is 
aware of his impulses and feelings states but is 
neither insightful about nor in control of them. 
He is at their mercy. As such he often has 
difficulty completing tasks because his attention 
will be captured by something new or he becomes 
bored and lacks the self-discipline to continue. 
While the low Y is orderly to the point of 
rigidity, the Z is a free spirit who will foil any 
and all attempts at scheduling and structuring. 
The low Z often has communication difficulties 
because he often cannot make himself understood as 
the jumble of ideas, thoughts, and feelings that he 
has come pouring out in a seemingly unconnected 
manner. It is almost as if he trips over himself 
in his efforts to get everything said. The low Z's 
academic and interpersonal efforts are sporadic, 
confusing to himself as well as his teachers and 
friends. The low Z alternates between feeling 
lonely and misunderstood and feeling unique, 
original, creative, and capable of anything and 
everything. 
The medial Z has begun to learn how to control 
and regulate his impulses so that he is a more 
consistent performer in social and academic realms. 
He is more able to express his inner feelings in a 
manner others can understand and respond to. Still 
subject to wide variations of mood, he is more 
aware of what will trigger them and how he can 
behave so that he is more in control. 
The high Z has learned to direct his creativity 
in ways that will promote the completion of a 
project and to provide the structure that will 
enable others to more easily understand him. He 
has also learned to protect himself from those who 
are not attuned to his open sensitivity and 
vulnerability. And he has discovered the 
consistent aspects of his personality which serve 
as the core around which his idiosyncratic 
characteristics revolve (1978, pp. 96-99). 
The X, Y, and Z, and dependent, counter-dependent, or 
independent psychological stance. As will readily be seen from the 
aforegoing descriptions of Heath's type X, Y, and Z, implicit in 
each of these temperaments is a unique intrapersonal and 
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interpersonal psychological stance in relation to interdependency. 
In a recent personal communication (October, 1982), Heath 
elaborates on his conceptualization of dependency, 
counter-dependency, and independency, the characteristic 
psychological stances of the X, Y, and Z, respectively. For 
illustrative purposes Heath is here describing the X, Y, or Z at a 
relatively low level of maturity: 
The key reference point here is the surrounding 
or the immediate environment, or an easier term is 
the frame surrounding the encounter between the 
persons involved. This also includes the 
motivation surrounding the enterprise; it isn't 
just a physical surrounding -- it is to what extent 
the participants really share and identify with, 
pay attention to, respond to the whole complex in 
the frame. In other words, not only just what is 
physically in the frame, but what is going on 
psychologically. 
For a specific example, by way of illustration: 
Take an interview, take that scenario. Now in an 
interview there is obviously an interviewer and an 
interviewee. Typically, the interviewer is the one 
who sets the pace. He is probably the one who 
arranged the interview; he certainly has certain 
purposes that he wants to accomplish, certain goals 
in the interview. He sets the stage. He calls 
somebody in for an interview, and typically the 
interviewee lets the interviewer structure the 
interview and tries to attend to that. 
Now an extreme form is the dependent 
interviewee. We call him dependent simply because 
he is depending almost entirely on the interviewer 
not only to set the stage but to call the shots and 
to ask the questions and steer the course of the 
interview. In other words, the interviewee takes 
his cues for action from the interviewer and the 
acceptance of the motivation for the interview 
itself, the purpose of the interview. There's no 
sort of counter-reaction or denial. 
Now pick that same scenario and move on to 
someone who is counter-dependent. He sees what I 
am up to. He will pretty much let me proceed. But 
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he is somewhat on guard, somewhat vigilant. 
Because out of this setting, this scenario, this 
interview, he has another purpose. And that is 
that he has to end by impressing the interviewer. 
In other words, he wants to score. So he's going 
to be not exactly in an adversary relationship, but 
in a counter sort of purposing that is not exactly 
the same as the purpose of the interviewer. So he 
will omit difficulty sometimes, and purposefully 
steer me to areas where he can elaborate on his 
successes. This gets this kind of interchange 
going on. Typically, this might be the case where 
somebody is being interviewed for a job, where the 
interviewee has certain purposes that aren't 
necessarily the purposes of the interviewer who is 
representing the company. 
The term independent can easily be misinter¬ 
preted. It immediately strikes many people as 
having a very positive value. I'm not putting a 
positive value on it. The judgment as to whether 
it is of value depends on the total circumstance. 
Typically the independent interviewee will 
initially respond to the interviewer's questions, 
but then quickly go off on a tangent. We never do 
get back to fulfill the purpose of the frame. So 
that he acts in such a way that he is independent 
to the purposes and wishes of the interviewer. 
The important difference between the 
independent type and the counter-dependent is that 
he jumps outside the ballpark; the independent goes 
outside of the premises, whereas the counter¬ 
dependent will work within the ballpark and 
manipulate it to his own end. But he stays within 
the microcosm of the culture and plays the game 
according to the rules. He'll answer the 
questions. In other words, the independent is 
unreliable in the sense of fulfilling the purposes 
of that particular frame, because he is directed by 
his more personal needs at the moment and will 
attend to these without relevance to the frame. 
The reader is again reminded that the developmental process 
is a central concern in Heath's model. Consequently, the issue of 
what becomes of the limiting psychological stance of dependency, 
counter-dependency, or independency as the individual matures is of 
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fundamental importance. As can be seen in the earlier descriptions 
of the development of the X, Y, and Z types, a metamorphosis of the 
limiting psychological stance occurs. In other words, as the 
person develops more maturity, the limitations of the immature 
expression of dependency, counter-dependency, or independency 
gradually transform into a unique personality asset. The X's 
dependent need to follow is transmuted increasingly into the role 
of intentional and constructive harmonizer, the Y's counter¬ 
dependent defensiveness is tempered by increasing empathy, a 
development which helps his or her leadership efforts, and the Z's 
isolation in his or her intra-personal abstraction is displaced by 
a growing ability to communicate ideas effectively. 
The Reasonable Adventurer (the A type) 
At the apex of Heath's model is the Reasonable Adventurer, 
the A type, a categorization referring to a mature level of 
personality functioning, and characterized by interdependence. The 
A has achieved the capacity to "create opportunities for 
satisfaction on a sustained basis" (Heath, 1964, p. 30). 
The secret of the A's success in this regard 
seems to lie in a happy combination of two traits, 
a flair for change and a world relatedness. He is 
an adventurer, but his adventures make sense. As 
Sidney Hook says of the mature person, he possesses 
reasonable expectations. He seems to have his 
psychological house in sufficient order to release 
him to attack the problems of everyday life with 
zest and originality. And he seems to do so with 
an air of playfulness (1964, p. 30). 
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The reader, however, should not infer from the above that 
Heath's A is superhuman. This is not the case: 
(The A) is seeking the fulfillment of his 
individuality from a base of world-relatedness. 
While this level of functioning is best calculated 
to bring deep satisfaction it would be wrong to 
assume that the Reasonable Adventurer exists in a 
state of undiluted happiness. His happiness is 
geared to his sympathies and his compassion is 
broad. His deep awareness that he lives in a 
troubled world from which he cannot escape is 
certainly conducive to sobriety and, at times, 
anguish. A is no superman. In fact he may be no 
more than average in mental endowment. What he has 
he uses well. For this reason he is more fortunate 
than others. He knows what it means to be alive 
(1964, pp. 35-36). 
For Heath the A's maturity is a result of long-term growth, 
the outcome of what Erikson (1968) referred to as the epigenetic 
principle, i.e., the genetic predisposition to self-actualize. 
Though Heath's notion of the A's maturity is a steppingstone rather 
than a final arrival point, his A has established a satisfying 
relationship with what Bingswanger (1963) referred to as the 
Umvelt, the Mitvelt, and the Eigenvelt, i.e., the self to the 
world, the self to others, and the self to the self. Knefelkamp, 
Widick and Parker (1978) describe the A in general terms as: 
an individual who has integrated his instinctual 
and rational self and has a confident sense of 
being able to act in the world. He possesses a 
wide array of behaviors and skills and is able to 
react appropriately to almost any situation. He is 
reasonable, thoughtful, and accepting of others and 
their different perspectives and values. He 
communicates well and is able to be both 
independent and interdependent in action and 
decision making. He is characterized by an ability 
to find or develop ways to satisfy himself. A 
personal resourcefulness enables him to look 
forward with confidence to a future of exciting 
possibilities (1978, p. 99). 
26 
The A type and interdependence. Interdependence is a key 
variable in this study. Therefore, a deeper examination of 
interdependence as it is defined in Heath's model is at this stage 
in order. 
The frame: As mentioned earlier in the discussion of 
dependence, counter-dependence, and independence as psychological 
stances of the X, Y, and Z types respectively. Heath's notion of 
"the frame," i.e., the psychological context intrinsic in a 
particular relationship or undertaking, is again central to an 
understanding of interdependency. Where the dependent and counter¬ 
dependent X and Y types react in relation to the frame, and the Z 
type operates outside of the frame, the A acts in a complementary 
relationship to the frame. Heath explains the interdependent's 
contribution in this way: 
To understand the interdependent A, I'll go 
back to my original scenario — the interview 
process. Remember the purpose of the interviewer 
is central. He has set the stage. Typically what 
will happen with the interdependent person is that 
he knows what the interviewer is up to. Now he 
will directly answer the interviewer's questions, 
but in the process of answering point out to the 
interviewer a relevant dimension which contributes 
to the interviewer's concern but which may not have 
been readily apparent to the interviewer at the 
time. He identifies with the enterprise, but he 
contributes to its further fulfillment, not just 
its ostensible purposes (1982 in personal communi¬ 
cation). 
There are two major interconnected reasons for the A's 
ability to contribute to the frame in the manner that Heath 
describes. The first is what Heath (1973) refers to as the A's 
"consciousness state versatility," i.e., the A's ability "to 
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modulate freely among a variety of consciousness states" (p. 61). 
Chief among these consciousness states are the following: 
Mediated consciousness, often referred to as 
"ordinary," is where there is no subject-object 
dichotomy, where there is a sense of self as a 
referent, and possibly as agent, such as when one 
goes to the telephone and dials a number. A space- 
time frame prevails. 
Reflective thinking consciousness represents a 
state somewhat removed from an awareness of self 
and a space-time orientation but where there is a 
conscious thinking through of a set of ideas, with 
at least a semblance of an end in mind. An example 
would be: while driving to the office one is 
absorbed in planning out a conference that is to 
take place that day. In this process driving 
becomes almost automatic as one is barely aware of 
stopping at traffic lights, shifting gears or the 
scene en route. 
Direct consciousness is a state where there is 
no mediation of the self in the process. There is 
no conscious willing of the experience -- it just 
happens. Experientially there is no subject-object 
distinction but a fusion with the object in 
contemplation. All sense of time is absent as well 
as being totally unconcerned with the spatial 
peripheries. Perhaps because of the directness of 
perception here (i.e., unmediated by a self as a 
referent) there seems to be a high degree of 
clarity and salience (1973, p. 61). 
The A's free modulation among these states of consciousness is 
disciplined in a certain sense: he or she is able to go into a 
state of direct consciousness, followed by a phase of reflective 
thinking consciousness in which the possibilities engendered 
through the earlier absorption are examined in a wider context. 
Heath refers to these two general states of mind as the "curious" 
and the "critical," or the "believer" and the "skeptic" (1964). He 
points out that in lower levels of maturity the X, Y, or Z tends to 
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be locked into the psychological stance of either a believer or a 
skeptic, but seldom is able to modulate between these states. 
However, the A has transcended the dogmatism of believer or 
skpetic. He or she sees the need for both stances, and uses both 
to advantage in fostering creative and productive work (1973). 
The second major reason for the A's interdependent 
contribution to the frame is his or her ego-extension, a term first 
used by Gordon Allport (1957). Heath explains the relationship of 
ego-extension and interdependence this way: 
As a person matures, the boundaries of the self 
become extended (for instance to include people 
that you love and care for). It's no longer just a 
narrow self, but includes more people, more 
enterprises, and so forth. He is aware of the 
things that they hold in common. 
The extension abroad, however, assumes a very 
important pre-condition for the interdependent 
person, and that is putting his own house in order. 
The interdependent person has a certain amount of 
internal harmony and a certain amount of stability, 
as well as an ability to sort out things. Thus, he 
is able to find out where somebody else is. He 
knows what he has in common with another, there is 
a certain amount of communication and interchange 
and intimacy. He has discovered that one can have 
something in common with others, and share a 
certain amount of trust, that people don't always 
work against one's purposes; that people can hold 
things in common, that there can be common 
enterprises and a certain amount of overlap between 
the self and other selves (1982 in personal 
communication). 
It would seem from what Heath is saying above that the 
individual's ego-extension is an important aspect of any 
cooperative working efforts. If individuals are of lower maturity 
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then working together with others will tend to be limited by a 
narrower ego-identification in the form of dependency, counter¬ 
dependency, or independency, with the consequence that a handicap 
is placed on the synergism that could result from a truly 
collaborative effort. On the other hand, the interdependent ego- 
extension that is characteristic of As, even if only exhibited by 
one person involved in a particular group effort, is likely to 
create a relaxation on the part of others. It will at least tend 
to align others with the A, because they realize that the A 
genuinely empathizes with them and their efforts. 
When the A happens to be a manager, the power of such ego- 
extension can be a vehicle for an espirt de corps par excellence. 
Too, the loyalty generated by such a manager's identification with 
his or her people and their common projects is an asset to any 
company. 
Interdependence and the Concept of Maturity 
in Third Force Psychology 
In Heath's model, interdependence, then, is a reflection of a 
general condition of psychological maturity. Since Heath's under¬ 
standing of maturity was arrived at through an inductive empirical 
process, it will be of interest to compare Heath's conclusions with 
those of major Third Force psychological theorists. These 
theorists were chosen for review here because out of the three 
major schools in psychology, i.e.. Behaviorism, Psychoanalysis, and 
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Organismic Psychology (the so-called Third Force Psychology), the 
latter school are predominantly concerned with the development of 
the personality, in particular the healthy personality. 
Kurt Goldstein's (1939) theory of personality contains only 
one central theme: 
All human motivation arises from the one motive 
of trying to actualize the self, the personality. 
Self-actualization can be defined: the fulfilling 
of one's capacities or potentialities in the best 
possible way under a given condition (Bischof, 
1964, p. 632). 
Goldstein, however, like Heath, also recognized interdependency as 
an expression of maturity. He stated that 
Because we do not live alone, it is incumbent 
upon us to endure some restriction: what we have 
to do in the interests of the other. The 
possibility for self-realization of the "other" is 
the presupposition of our own self-realization. 
This mutual self-restriction, has to be experienced 
with the feeling of necessity and taken without 
resentment. It guarantees the highest fulfillment 
of man (1964, p. 633). 
Carl Rogers (1959), like Goldstein, postulated that all 
behavior is energized and directed by a single motive which he 
called the actualizing tendency. He defined this as "the inherent 
tendency of the organism to develop all its capacities in ways 
which serve to maintain or enhance the organism" (p. 196). From 
the standpoint of personality the most important aspect of the 
actualizing tendency is its propensity toward self-actualization. 
Self-actualization involves the personality's movement in the 
maintenance or enhancement of the self, a term Rogers uses to mean 
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the organized, consistent conceptual gestalt 
composed of perceptions of the characteristics of 
the relationships of the "I" or "me" to others and 
to various aspects of life, together with the 
values attached to those perceptions (1957, p. 200). 
Rogers' notions about the personality characteristics of an 
effective therapist are close indeed to Heath's A type maturity. 
For Rogers a therapist is most effective when he is "completely and 
fully himself, with his experience of the moment being accurately 
symbolized and integrated into the picture he holds of himself" 
(1965, p. 215). Such a mature therapist is capable of showing 
unconditional positive regard for his client as well as an 
empathetic grasp of his client's internal frame of reference. This 
is similar to the A type's capacity to substantially contribute to 
a particular frame. Just as Rogers' mature therapist will 
demonstrate unconditional positive regard and an empathetic grasp 
of his client's internal frame of reference, the A too grasps the 
frame surrounding the particular enterprise in which he or she is 
involved and makes a positive and constructive contribution to that 
frame. The need for maturity that Rogers recognized as essential 
for his effective therapists would seem to be the same for 
effective managers. In order to deal effectively with people, 
tasks, and responsibilities, a manager must be psychologically 
prepared. Roger's psychological-preparedness seems remarkably 
similar to Heath's interdependent maturity. 
Abraham Maslow. Whereas Goldstein and Rogers seem both to 
concentrate on the process of bringing a person closer to the ideal 
of self-actualization, Abraham Maslow (1963) focussed more on 
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describing the "fully functioning" personality, a completely self- 
actualizing individual. Like Heath, Maslow relied heavily on the 
case history method and inductive reasoning to report on the 
characteristics of the fully functioning person. Maslow's notions 
of full functionality and Heath's A type maturity are remarkable in 
their similarity. For instance, Maslow (1963) and Heath (1963) 
independently observed a number of characteristics that the self- 
actualizing person and the interdependent A type respectively seem 
to have in common: 
- An acceptance of themselves, of others, and of nature 
- A natural sponeity 
- An affinity for independent value judgments 
- A sustained appreciation of the ordinary 
- A philosophical sense of humor 
- An innovativeness and capacity for creativity 
- An ability to be intimate with others 
Heath's and Maslow's work took place during more or less the 
same period of time, but, using totally different approaches from 
one another, arrived at remarkably similar conclusions regarding 
human personality (Heath in personal communication, 1982). 
Interestingly, Shostrum's (1963) development of the Personal 
Orientation Inventory (the POI), was chosen as one of the 
instruments used to measure managerial maturity in this research, 
because it was based on Maslow's model of self-actualization. 
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The Uniqueness of Heath; Personality 
Type and Interdependence 
As will readily be appreciated from the foregoing 
descriptions, those major theorists who have been concerned with 
the mature personality concur remarkably in their findings. One 
thing, however, differentiates Roy Heath's model from all of the 
other theorists, and that is his notion that the basic personality 
type (X, Y, or X) retains a unique expression even in a mature 
mode. In other words. Heath asserts that whereas stereotyped 
behavior is usual at lower levels of maturity the expression of the 
personality type, i.e., X, Y, or Z, becomes more refined as the 
individual grows, though it continues to reflect the individual's 
basic temperatment. Interdependency thus is expressed differently 
by the X, Y, or Z type. In the following section Heath discusses 
these differences in mature functioning. 
The question is how do the mature X, the mature 
Y, and the mature Z differ from each other in their 
interdependent maturity? There still are 
differences in temperament. The X will still tend 
to emphasize interpersonal harmony, and will 
continue to be very receptive to other people's 
needs and their wishes. He is a group, team or 
company harmonizer. 
What happens with the interdependent, more 
mature Y, stems also now from an interdependent 
motive, but he still will depend on more analysis 
for problem solving, on what logically makes sense 
regardless of what everybody else is saying. As a 
last resort, he will rely on his own analysis of 
the situation, and he is not as receptive to 
immediate acceptance of other people's notions. He 
will take the data, but he'll come to his own 
conclusions; he is the pilot of the ship, but he 
also is keenly aware of the common enterprise. In 
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the variety of signals that he may be receiving, he 
doesn't feel stuck just to go by the book. He's 
less reliant on other people's judgments than his 
own, even though he shares their purposes and the 
needs of the culture. 
The interdependent Z takes all the signals 
coming in as to what's going on and the decisions 
that have to be made. When he makes judgments they 
may be independent of the Y or the X, but he does 
it intuitively. He relies on his own intuition, 
and is receptive to choose reports that might be 
from a very wide range. He really listens to 
drummers that may be within the system, but just as 
likely are going to be far away from the 
conventional system. The reason he's mature is 
that he also listens to drummers in the system. 
That's important (1982, in personal communication). 
Summary of Part I: Heath's Model 
We have seen in the foregoing pages that Heath's model 
describes an individual's personality along two dimensions: a 
dimension of temperatment, subdivided into three basic areas, type 
X, type Y, and type Z; and a dimension of psychological maturity, 
subdivided into low, medial, and high maturity. The limiting 
psychological stances of the X, Y, and Z, i.e., dependency, 
counterdependency, and independency, undergo a transformation as 
the individual's maturity increases, giving rise to an increasingly 
interdependent psychological stance. This interdependency is not a 
fixed stereotypical way of being, but rather reflects a heightened 
awareness, empathy and flexibility, as well as a refinement of a 
particular individual's basic personality type. 
Part II: Managerial Applications 
of Roy Heath's Model 
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The foregoing analysis of Heath's model and its relation to 
other personality models established a groundwork for understanding 
certain key contributing aspects of personality type and maturity 
level. To make some of the issues raised by this analysis more 
relevant to the present study, extrapolation of the types in the 
managerial context will be helpful. If such an extrapolation were 
to follow Heath's model exactly, descriptions of low, medial, and 
high, as well as interdependent managers of each personality type 
would have to be generated. Since such an analysis has been 
presented at some length earlier in this chapter, a more useful 
approach will be to present general tendencies of the X, Y, or Z 
manager. Obviously and importantly these tendencies will be 
diminished or enhanced by the individual manager's maturity, though 
Heath believes that individuals at lower levels of maturity are not 
capable of management. The descriptions that follow were derived 
from Heath's "Patterns of thinking and four managerial styles" 
(1972). 
The X Manager -- The Harmonizer 
Heath has characterized the X manager as "the harmonizer," a 
term which describes the X's strong tendency to smooth things over 
coupled with his or her strong need to belong. 
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Heath (1972) describes the specific strengths and areas for 
development of the harmonizer in the managerial context. These are 
listed below: 
- May have a tendency to choose options that are perceived by 
him as insuring the least disruption in the morale of 
subordiantes, the least displeasure of superiors, and the 
least disrespect of peers. This tendency may mediate against 
risk-taking, in order to be safe. 
- Tendency to minimize losses in preference to maximizing 
gains. 
- Tendency to uphold the status quo, therefore has difficulty 
in presiding over highly turbulent environments. 
- Has excellent team-building qualities in stable conditions. 
- Potential company asset as re-establ i sher of order and 
stability once organizational change has been set. 
- Tendency to hold conflict to a low level. Temperamentally 
unsuited to tolerate high conflict and confusion. 
- Is sensitive to the feelings of subordinates and does best in 
climate of good will and warm relationships. 
- Places high value on company loyalty. 
- Is uneasy with dissent, and therefore may tend to surround 
self with yes-people. 
A number of leadership and management theorists appear to 
concur with Heath's conception of the harmonizer. Consider: 
Harry Levinson (1981) has described the characteristic 
tendencies of some managers as 
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. . .more interested in people than in asserting 
leadership and exercising power. Some cultures 
emphasize kinship ties and cooperative skills more 
than independence or competitive skills. People 
with such interests will probably not want to 
become leaders, but they will work well in teams 
(p. 187). 
While Levinson's views of this personality type seem very 
similar to the harmonizer. Heath proposes that harmonizers in the 
managerial role have specific assets that Levinson does not 
address, e.g., as we have noted, they make excellent team-builders 
except in highly turbulent environments where a "take-charge" 
leadership style might be more appropriate for holding a team on a 
desired course. The weakness of the harmonizer in such situations 
appears to be the very relations-oriented asset that makes them 
strong team-builders under conditions that are relatively stable 
(Heath in personal communication, 1982). 
McClelland and Burnham (1969) in apparent agreement with 
Heath and Levinson assert that the "need for affiliation" in 
managers is a potential liability; a successful manager's "need for 
power, that is, a concern for influencing people, ought to be 
greater than his need for being liked by people" (1980, p. 52). 
They caution that the need for power should "not (be) oriented 
toward personal aggrandizement, but toward the institution which he 
or she serves" (1980, p. 58). 
Fred Fiedler (1967), using an instrument called "esteem for 
least preferred co-worker" (LPC) which purports to measure 
leadership style, found that high-scoring LPC people "who perceive 
their least-preferred co-worker in a more favorable light, have as 
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thGir bdsic 90^^ thG dGsirG to bG rGldtGd to othors -- to work in a 
positivG group atmosphoro" (HGllriGgol, Slocum, & Woodman, 1983, p. 
407). Again Fiodlor's high-scoring LPC scorers coincide closely 
with Heath's conception of the harmonizer. 
Michael Maccoby (1978), in the managerial research conducted 
in the Project on Technology, Work and Character, found a 
managerial type he called "the company man." The similarity 
between Heath's harmonizer and Maccoby's company man is striking. 
Consider: 
In the company man, we recognize the well-known 
organization man, or the functionary whose sense of 
identity is based on being part of the powerful, 
protective company. His strongest traits are his 
concern with the human side of the company, his 
interest in the feelings of the people around him 
and his commitment to maintain the organization's 
integrity. At his weakest, he is fearful and 
submissive, concerned with security even more than 
with success. The most creative company men 
sustain an atmosphere in their groups of 
cooperation, stimulation and mutuality. The least 
creative find a little niche and satisfy themselves 
by feeling that somehow they share in the glory of 
the corporation (1978, p. 40). 
In summary. Heath's harmonizer is primarily people-oriented. 
This orientation is both their potential strength and their 
potential weakness: it is a strength where the role demanded of 
the harmonizer is to uphold the status quo, to minimize conflict, 
but a potential weakness is highly turbulent situtations where they 
must energetically take charge and set a particular direction. 
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They Y Manager -- The Producer 
Heath characterizes the Y manager as the producer, a term 
coined to describe the Y's predominant task orientation and need to 
achieve, i.e., their dominant search for fulfillment is through the 
attainment of achievements. The specific strengths and areas for 
development of the producer have been described by Heath as 
follows: 
- Fulfills popular image of the manager -- active, practical, 
but may be inclined to be ruthless and insensitive to 
feelings of subordinates during times of high stress. 
- Task-oriented and predominantly concerned with efficiency. 
- Hard-working and expecting hard work from subordinates. 
- Thrives on problem-solving challenges. 
- Good at taking charge in turbulent environments. 
- Tending to oversupervise, and may have a tendency not to 
trust abilities and inclinations of subordinates or their 
ability to complete tasks to an acceptable standard. 
- Tending to have difficulty in delegation. 
- Needing positive regard of subordinates and superiors. 
- Taking feedback on projects well if it is direct and 
explicit. 
A number of other managerial researchers provide insight into 
personality facets that appear to complement Heath's conception of 
the producer. Consider: 
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FiGdl6r (1967) in idGntifying his low loast prGfGrrGd 
co-worker (LPC) scores found that they "gain self-esteem through 
achieving task-related goals" (Hellriegel et al., 1983). Thus 
Fiedler's high LPC scores and low LPC scores would seem to be a 
differentiation between relations-oriented harmonizer types 
(discussed in the previous section) and achievement and task- 
oriented producer types. 
McClelland's ( 1969) research on need motivation sheds 
important light on the problems that achievement need engenders for 
the producer. His studies of the motivation of people who 
successfully run their own small businesses showed that the key to 
their success lay in "the need for achievement," i.e., the "desire 
to do something better or more efficiently than it has been done 
before" (1980, p. 51). He found that "while it sounds as if 
everyone ought to have the need to achieve, in fact, as 
psychologists define and measure achievement motivation, it leads 
people to behave in very special ways that do not necessarily lead 
to good management" (p. 1980, p. 51). The reasons why high 
achievement need is not conducive to good management according to 
McClelland is that "achievement-oriented people want to do things 
for themselves. . .yet a manager. . .cannot perform all the tasks 
necessary for success by himself or herself. He must manage others 
so that they will do things for the organization" (p. 51). 
As McClelland's work points out, producer types may have 
strong tendencies to want to do everything, but this weakness in 
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delegative ability, coupled with a typically strong task- 
orientation may be exactly the right managerial fit in certain 
circumstances. For instance, highly turbulent conditions may 
create an overriding pressure for someone to take charge, in which 
case the producer is right in his or her element. In more stable 
conditions the producer needs to develop his or her relationship 
skills, the qualities that are "natural" to the harmonizer. Indeed 
interpersonal relations tend to be the Achilles' heel of the 
producer. 
Levinson (1981) has summarized some of the dangers to future 
leadership posed by a counter-dependent psychological stance, which 
characterizes producer-like managers, especially those in a lower 
maturity level: 
some people try to deny their need to depend on 
others by overasserting an independent stance. 
Such people may make vigorous leaders, but they are 
likely to develop ulcers in response to their 
underlying unresolved conflict. Also they will 
leave behind a trail of unhappy and underdeveloped 
subordinates. Just as they cannot depend on others 
and share the decision-making process, they cannot 
let their subordinates depend on them for guidance 
and support. This creates a weakness in future 
leaders, because organizations that cannot offer 
adequate support for their people pose just as much 
of a problem as subordinates who are excessively 
dependent (1981, p. 187). 
Maccoby (1978) also has described the "gamesman" type manager 
in remarkably similar terms to Heath's producer. In the following 
passage Maccoby highlights the overriding challenge in which the 
gamesmen appear to be preoccupied, a theme which also dominates the 
producer's life. 
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The gamesman's. . .main interest is in 
challenge, competitive activity where he can prove 
himself a winner. Impatient with others who are 
slower and more cautious, he likes to take risks 
and to motivate others to push themselves beyond 
their normal pace. He responds to work and life as 
a game. The contest hypes him up and he 
communicates his enthusiasm, thus energizing 
others. He enjoys new ideas, new techniques, fresh 
approaches and short cuts. His talk and his 
thinking are terse, dynamic, sometimes playful and 
come in quick flashes. His main goal in life is to 
be a winner. . . .(1978, p. 41). 
In summary. Heath's producer is primarily task-oriented and 
efficiency-oriented. These orientations are both potential 
strengths and potential weaknesses. In situations where jobs demand 
efficiency, risk-taking, and high direction, producers can respond 
very well, but their dominant concern with efficiency, coupled with 
lack of trust of others' abilities, may lead to insensitivity in 
interpersonal relations. 
The Z Manager -- The Innovator 
Heath (1972) characterizes the Z manager as the innovator, a 
term used to describe the Z's propensity toward creative problem 
solving and innovative solutions. 
Heath believes that innovators generally do not make good 
managers because they tend to become independent of the frame of 
the organization. This general tendency was discussed at length 
earlier. However, Heath's assertion regarding the innovator's 
potential effectiveness as a manager does not mean that they do not 
become managers. When in the managerial role Heath (1972) has 
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found that innovators have the following strengths and areas for 
development: 
- Tempermentally best suited to manage in job settings where 
there is consistently high demand for innovation and 
flexibility of work patterns. 
- Thrives on creating novel solutions to difficult operational 
problems. 
- Is an excellent choice for setting up and managing a pilot 
project. 
- Becomes restive with routine. 
- Is a nonconformist who will not fit in well in a conservative 
company. Fits in well where innovation is demanded and 
informality is permitted. 
- Can be valuable as a challenger to the status quo opinion in 
company decision making and planning. 
- Is a poor supervisor, and tends not to follow up. 
While a fair amount of evidence exists in the literature 
supporting Heath's conceptions of the harmonizer and producer, 
respectively, the innovator has received little attention. Perhaps 
this is because innovators are somewhat unusual, and, except in 
very progressive companies, are probably not found in very large 
numbers. Levinson (1981) has stated the predicament of the 
innovator succinctly: 
An organization needs creative thinkers. The 
creative thinkers need an organization to help make 
their ideas a reality. Yet often the character- 
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istics of an organization -- its need for 
structure, for order, and for a group of people who 
work together -- are anathema to the spontaneous, 
erratic innovator. Working out these tensions in 
ways that are realistic and fair is a critical step 
in maturation for the innovator, for his or her 
superior, and for the whole working group (p. 233). 
And Maccoby (1978) in a harsh, but accurate, description of 
some aspects of what he terms "corporate scientists," a typology 
which seems close to Heath's innovator, distinguishes them by 
their narcissism, their idolatry of their own 
knowledge, talents and technology, and their hunger 
for administration. They are the corporate 
intellectuals and many are fascinated by esoteric 
issues (e.g., outer space or eternal life) only 
tangentially related to either corporate goals or 
social needs. . . . Yet beneath their narcissim we 
found a receptive attachment to those in power, 
both corporate and state leaders, the "decision 
makers" who could support them and make their ideas 
into reality (1978, p. 39). 
In summary. Heath's innovator type is best suited to manage 
in job settings where there is consistently high demand for 
innovation and where flexibility in work patterns exist. The 
innovator thrives on creating novel solutions to problems, but 
becomes restive with routine. Innovators generally do not fit in 
well in conservative companies because of their eccentricity, but 
can offer valuable insights in situations where their 
non-conformist viewpoint is tolerated. 
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The Three Managerial Styles in Practice 
To give the reader an idea of what the three managers 
described above might look like in practice. Heath has created a 
hypothetical work situation in which all three managerial styles 
are demonstrated: 
The scene: Manager is sitting in his office. 
The phone rings. It is his boss. "Jim, are your 
free?" ("Yes, of course, George.") "Could you 
come up?" ("Be right up, George.") 
1. Jim the Harmonizer: Feels something solid 
in the pit of his stomach. Softly to self, "What's 
wrong now? You don't suppose he'd heard about the 
delay on that St. Louis order already?" 
2. Jim the Producer: Feels a rise in excite¬ 
ment, "Hey, maybe he's going to slip me the word 
about the promotion. I guess he's made up his 
mind. I can taste it now! Alex will be furious!" 
3. Jim the Innovator: Is annoyed. "Why in 
hell did he have to call me now? This thing is 
just beginning to take shape. Maybe it'll work 
after all." 
Next scene: Three managers walk into George's 
inner office. "Thanks, fellows, for coming up. 
I'll make it quick. Mary and I are having a little 
party for Harvey next Friday. It'll be a surprise. 
He's probably been so damned busy with the plans 
for the new addition that he doesn't realize that 
next week marks his fifth anniversary as General 
Manager. Can you join us? I know it's a little 
late to ask you to fit this into your social 
schedule, but if you all can make it I know Harvey 
will get a bang out of it." 
1. Jim H.: He takes his first full breath, 
"You bet, George. I'll call Harriet right away. 
You're right -- Harvey will get one hell of a bang 
out of it!" 
2. Jim P.: His eyes drop slightly; he's 
disappointed. "Yes -- yes, of course. I am sure 
Polly and I will be there. What time?" 
3. Jim I.: He sits up in his chair, preparing 
to get up. He's sure it will work now. "Fine, 
George, I will check with Dottie. If we are free 
we'll make it. I'm sure. Will that be all?" 
They leave (1972, p. 21). 
From the above hypothetical case described by Heath, certain 
characteristic aspects of the three managerial styles of the 
harmonizer, the producer, and the innovator, can be seen. 
The harmonizer is initially concerned about displeasing his 
boss. As Heath has noted (1964) the harmonizer has a distinct 
preference for maintaining the status quo, and "his amiability is 
often geared to keeping the peace" (p. 15). 
The producer's mind, in this example, immediately leaps to 
achievement, i.e., his own promotion, and of course he is 
disappointed when he learns that his boss wants him to attend (an 
irrelevant) party for the general manager. As Heath has stated, 
"the producer wants to score" (1983, in personal communication). 
The innovator, in contrast to his fellow managers in the 
case, is preoccupied with the perfection of a product with which he 
has been wrestling in his own mind. This independent preoccupation 
is the typical state for the innovator. He wants to be left alone 
in his own world. 
The A Manager -- The Transcendent Leader 
Heath calls the A manager a transcendent leader because he is 
a "manager who performs his duties in a frame of interest and 
concern that is far broader than that of the company itself. For 
him the ultimate criterion of success might be in its benefit to 
society or some similarly broad frame. When the time comes for a 
critical decision, the Transcendent Leader opts for the better 
world" (1972, p. 22). interdependency is the hallmark of the 
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transcendent leader. According to Heath (1972) the following 
tendencies characterize the transcendent leader: 
- His or her leadership implies a capacity to inspire 
subordinates and peers to come to an understanding of their 
own growth potential. 
- Supports a communal company climate where every employee is 
appreciated as a unique individual. 
- Is deeply motivated by a sense of mission. 
- Identifies the good life with the company rather than the 
company with the good life. 
- Is deeply concerned with two major areas: the growing edge 
of the company, and growth and development of all 
employees. 
- Manifests leadership style appropriate to the task-specific 
needs of subordinates. 
- Welcomes criticism from within toward policies, and does not 
take dissent personally. 
- May be prevented by a company "system" from promotion to a 
high level because of unconventinal managerial style and 
ideas. 
- Has a very broad breadth of perspective. 
- Is able to empathize deeply with others. 
- Is world-centered rather than nationally, company, or ego- 
centered. 
The transcendent leader, as we have earlier noted, has strong 
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capacities for ego-extension and empathy. These assets play a 
powerful role in relationships with subordinates. Unlike their 
peers at lower levels of maturity, the transcendent leader is able 
to fluidly adjust personal leadership style to suit the task- 
specific developmental level of subordinates (Heath in personal 
communication, 1983; Blanchard in personal communication, 1983). 
This ability provides an all-important foundation for 
interdependency because subordinates at varying developmental 
levels feel genuine, and appropriate, support from the manager. 
Levinson (1981) has described this kind of superior-subordinate 
relationship as follows: 
The healthy relationship between superiors and 
their subordinates would be described as a 
managerial alliance. They should be able to stand 
together to attack the organizational task at hand. 
This does not mean that they are co-equal — the 
leader has to be in charge. It simply means they 
trust one another. A managerial alliance cannot 
exist when leaders manipulate their followers to 
make themselves look good, or when the followers 
try to undermine their leaders' authority. They 
give mutual sanction to their separate roles by 
focussing on the task (1981, p. 192). 
The benefits of interdependency between managers and 
subordinates tend to perpetuate more of the same interdependent 
behavior, for as Eric Trist (1976) has noted: 
The experience of positive affects is founded 
on the recognition and experience of 
interdependence. These give the conditions for the 
person's realizing his (her) independence; as he 
(she) can only become whole (can only undo his own 
psychological splitting) by recognition of the 
contribution of the other (p. 1018). 
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The positive affects of interdependency lead to trust, which 
in turn leads to commitment of the manager and the subordinate to 
one another. Kraus (1980) sheds light on the intra-personal and 
inter-personal processes that free each participant to be 
themselves within the alliance. 
Responsibility and dependability. . .involve a 
commitment to the other as a part of the self. . . . 
They mean that "I-can-count-on-you-and-you-can- 
count-on-me," but that does not mean "I-am- 
responsible-for-you, -nor-you-for-me." Individuals 
are responsible for themselves, but they are 
committed to each other. This enables them to be 
themselves (1980, p. 126). 
Walton (1970) has identified differences between "effective 
competitive behavior," and "effective collaborative behavior." 
These descriptions offer a point of view which may be helpful in 
understanding managerial interdependency. As the reader will note, 
Walton's definition of effective collaborative behavior appears to 
complement Heath's conception of the interdependent psychological 
stance exhibited by the transcendent leader (see Table 1). 
The beauty of Heath's model is that it articulates the 
developmental processes of X, Y, and Z types toward the 
transcendent leadership interdependency described in the foregoing 
paragraphs. Thus, while the A type leader is a rarity, as 
harmonizers, producers, and innovators become more mature, it is 
increasingly the interdependent qualities described in the 
foregoing paragraphs which characterize their being and their 
behavior. 
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Table 1 
Competitive Versus Collaborative Behavior: A Comparison 
Effective Competitive Behavior Effective Collaborative Behavior 
1. Behavior is directed toward 
achieving personal goals. 
2. Secrecy. 
3. Our needs are hidden or mis¬ 
represented even though 
accurately understood. This 
means others don't know how 
much you will give up since 
they don't know exactly what 
you want. 
4. Use of suspense and unpre¬ 
dictability as well as mixed 
strategies. 
5. Bluffs and threats. 
6. Logical, nonrational, and 
irrational arguments are used 
to defend a position to which 
you are committed. 
7. Where teams, committees, or 
organizations are involved, 
communicating bad stereotypes 
of the other, ignoring his 
logic, and arousing in-group 
hostility. This tends to 
strengthen in-group loyalty, 
increase motivation, and 
convince others you mean 
business. 
1. Behavior is directed toward 
achieving goals in common. 
2. Openness. 
3. Accurate representation of 
clearly understood personal 
needs. 
4. Predictability/flexibility 
is utilized but not as a 
suspense tactic. 
5. Bluffs and threats are not 
used. 
6. Logical and innovative pro¬ 
cesses are used to defend 
your views, if you are 
convinced of their validity, 
or to find solutions to 
problems. 
7. Success demands that stereo¬ 
types be dropped, that ideas 
be given consideration on 
their merit regardless of 
sources, and that good work¬ 
ing relationships be main¬ 
tained. Positive feelings 
about others are both a cause 
and an effect of collaboration. 
From Walton, 1970, pp. 336-337. 
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Maturity Level and Situation Specific 
Leadership Flexibility 
As we have seen, growth potential of the individual is a 
central aspect of Heath's model. An individual on a lower level of 
maturity will manifest a more rigid behavior repertoire within his 
or her specific personality typology, but will exhibit an 
increasing behavioral range and flexibility as an expression of 
increasing maturity. At the apex of Heath's model, the individual 
is capable of a wide range of behavior and style, though tinged 
with his or her specific personality predispositions. The 
attendant increase of flexibility that marks developing maturity is 
highly significant in the managerial process, for as we shall 
discuss below, the psychological and task-specific needs of various 
subordinates in a given situation may place demands on a manager's 
style that only individuals with higher maturity have the 
flexibility to satisfy. The research of Robert Tannenbaum and 
Warren Schmidt (1957) indicates that the appropriate leadership 
style that should be used in a particular situation is a function 
of factors in the leader, follower, and the situation. William 
Reddin (1967) has listed the following situational variables as 
interacting components that are important to leadership: leader's 
style and expectations, followers' styles and expectations, 
superiors' styles and expectations, associates' styles, 
organizational style and expectations and job demands. Thus, the 
overall situation in which a manager functions will differ from one 
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setting to another. For instance it can be easily seen that the 
"tone" of leadership in the armed forces will likely be quite 
different than that in a high-technology company. Such 
environmental variables may either place an inhibition on 
interdependency, or actually encourage it. However, it would seem 
to this author that Heath's notion of psychological maturity with 
its attendant interdependenty provides for a behavioral flexibility 
which must surely help a manager in any situation. Nowhere is this 
flexibility more important than in the relations of the manager 
with his or her subordinates. 
Leader style flexibility, the ability to adjust leadership 
behavior to suit the task-specific needs of followers 
(subordinates), is a central aspect of situational leadership 
theory (Hersey & Blanchard, 1969, 1972, 1977; Blanchard, 1982). 
The theory holds that appropriate leadership style must consist of 
an appropriate mix of directive behavior (task-centered) and 
supportive behavior (relationship) based on the task-specific 
developmental level of the follower. Blanchard (1982) defines 
developmental level of subordinates as 
the ability and willingness of follower(s) to 
perform a particular task without supervision. 
Ability is a function of knowledge or skill which 
can be gained from education, training, and/or 
experience. Willingness is a function of 
confidence and motivation (1982, p. 3). 
Figure 2 below divides the developmental level of subordinates into 
four levels, i.e., low (Dl), low to moderate (D2), moderate to high 
(D3), and high (D4). 
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Figure 2. Developmental level of subordinates. 
As will be seen in Figure 3 below, the task-specific 
developmental level of the subordinate predicates how much or how 
little directive behavior on the one hand and, on the other hand, 
how much or little supportive behavior the manager ought to provide 
in a given situation. 
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Blanchard defines each of the quadrants in the situational 
leadership as follows: 
"Telling" is for low development level. People 
who are both unable and unwilling (D2) to take 
responsibility to do something are not competent or 
confident. In many cases, their unwillingness is a 
result of their insecurity or a lack of experience 
or knowledge regarding the necessary task. Thus, a 
directive style (SI) that provides clear, specific 
direction and close supervision has the highest 
probability of being effective. Again, this style 
is called "telling" because it is characterized by 
the leader defining roles and telling people what, 
how, when, and where to do various tasks. 
"Consulting" is for low to moderate development. 
People who are unable but willing (D2) to take 
responsibility are confident but lack skills. 
Thus, a "consulting" style (S2) that provides 
directive behavior (because of their lack of 
ability) but also supportive behavior to reinforce 
willingness and enthusiasm appears to be most 
appropriate with individuals at this development 
level. This style is called "consulting" because 
most of the direction is still provided by the 
leader, yet, through two-way communications and 
explanation, the leader involves the follower by 
seeking suggestions and answering questions. This 
two-way communication and explanation helps 
maintain a high level of motivation on the part of 
the follower, while keeping responsibility for and 
control over decision-making with the leader. 
"Participating" is for moderate to high 
deve 1 opment 1evel. People of this development 
level are able but unwilling (D3) to do an assigned 
task. Their unwillingness is often a function of 
lack of confidence or insecurity. However, if they 
are confident but unwilling their reluctance to 
perform is more of a motivational problem than a 
confidence problem. In either case, the leader 
needs to open up communication through two-way 
communication and active listening and to support 
the follower's effort to use the ability he or she 
already has. Thus, a supportive non-directive 
"participating" style (S3) has the highest 
probability of being effective with individuals at 
this development level. This style is called 
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"participating" because the leader or follower 
shares in decision-making with the key roles of the 
leader being listening and facilitating. 
"Delegating" is for high development. People 
at this development level are both able and willing 
or confident to take responsibility. Thus, a low 
profile "delegating" style (S4) that would provide 
little direction and support, has the highest 
probability of being effective with individuals at 
this development level. Even though the leader may 
still identify the problem, the responsibility for 
carrying out plans is given to those experienced 
followers. They are permitted to run the show and 
decide on how, when, and where. At the same time, 
they are psychologically mature, therefore do not 
need above average amounts of two-way communication 
or supportive behavior (1982, p. 4). 
As will be seen from the model of situation leadership theory 
as presented above, the theory is designed to facilitate efficient 
management. Blanchard explains management efficiency this way: 
Suppose you are using a directive style with an 
inexperienced person with good results -- the job 
is getting done. Would you want to continue to 
provide this direction and close supervision all 
the time with this person on this task? Obviously 
the answer is no. Style 1 is too time-consuming a 
style to use all the time. Therefore, your goal 
should be to help followers increase their 
willingness and ability to independently accomplish 
the tasks assigned to them, so that gradually you 
can begin to use less time-consuming styles (S3 and 
S4) and still get high quality results (1982, p. 4). 
By way of illustrating how situation leadership theory is 
relevant to Heath's model the limitations of the dominant 
leadership styles of the harmonizer, producer, and innovator bear 
some thought. After discussion with Heath (1983) and Blanchard 
(1983), the following appear to be the dominant situation 
leadership styles of each managerial type. 
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Th6 hsrmonizGr j b0C9us6 of his or hGr stroriQ pGoplG 
orientation would tend to predominantly manifest an S3 style, i.e., 
a participative style, regardless of the developmental level of 
subordinates vis a vis a particular task. 
The producer, because of his or her task orientation and 
weak delegation, would tend to manifest an SI style, i.e., a 
telling style, regardless of the needs of the task-specific 
developmental level of subordinates. 
The innovator, because of his or her need for independent 
personal creativity and weak supervision qualities, would tend to 
manifest an S4 style, i.e., a delegating style, regardless of the 
needs of subordinates. 
This model appears to have great face validity. It makes 
sense that a manager should adjust his or her style to suit the 
needs of subordinates. The ability to meet the needs of 
subordinates according to their task specific development is an 
important aspect of interdependency, which as we have discussed is 
the major psycholoical stance of the mature individual. The 
actualization of situation leadership theory in manager-subordinate 
relationships would thus seem to be a function of the manager's 
psychological maturity. A lower-maturity, more rigid personality 
has a limited behavioral range, and thus is "stuck" in perhaps only 
one or two leadership styles, regardless of the needs of 
subordinates. The more psychologically mature, interdependent 
manager on the other hand has a larger and more fluid behavioral 
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range and therefore styles appropriate to subordinates' needs will 
more easily be manifested. 
Summary Part II 
The chart on the following page (Table 2) offers the reader a 
synopsis of the personality characteristics of the managerial types 
as defined in Heath's model: the transcendent leader, the 
harmonizer, the producer, and the innovator. It contains a number 
of the more important psychological attributes of the types and is 
presented here as a means to quickly compare the attributes of each 
type to one another. It is again to be noted that the 
characteristics described in this chart "freeze" the individual 
into an implied maturity level. This is a disservice to Heath's 
model, whose very essence is one of the dynamic growth and 
potential. However, it does show basic tendencies and is provided 
here in the spirit of reader convenience. 
Implications for the Hypotheses 
The hypotheses in this research are concerned with the effect 
on managerial effectiveness of psychological maturity (as measured 
by the Personal Orientation Inventory, Shostrum, 1963), and 
interdependency (as measured by the Modes of Existence Test, Heath, 
1978). 
As will by now have been noted. Heath's model asserts that 
psychologically mature individuals appear to be endowed with an 
interdependent psychological stance, a frame of reference that 
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endows them with both heightened awareness and empathy, as well as 
a flexible behavioral repertoire adaptable to situation-specific 
leadership needs. Since these gualities allow an interdependent 
person to contribute without selfish motivation to the particular 
frame in which he or she is involved, it would seem that 
interdependent managers are better humanly equipped to deal with 
the job of leading others. It would thus follow that the major 
hypotheses in this research would be confirmed, i.e., that 
interdependent managers will be more effective than their less 
mature peers. In other words those who score more highly on the 
POI and the MOE should receive higher managerial effectiveness 
ratings than those who score lower on these two instruments. 
Chapter Summary 
This chapter covered two major areas. The first part 
contained a thorough review of Roy Heath's Personality Theory and 
included a discussin of its relatedness to the so-called Third 
Force Psychology of Maslow, Rogers, Goldstein, and others. The 
second part was concerned with managerial applications of Heath's 
model, and included a review of the literature that addresses 
problems and issues surrounding managerial interdependency as 
conceived of by Heath. 
Essentially Heath's model is concerned with the interplay of 
two dimensions of personality: (1) a dimension of temperament, 
which he broadly characterized as type X, type Y, and type Z; and 
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(2) a dimension of psychological maturity, which measures the 
maturity level of a particular individual. 
At extreme levels of immaturity Heath characterizes the type 
X as dependent, the type Y as counter-dependent, and the type Z as 
independent. However, as the X, Y, or Z types become increasingly 
mature these respective psychological stances are transmuted. This 
transmutation of the limiting psychological stance of each type is 
central in Heath's model. For example, Knefelkamp, Widick, and 
Parker (1978) describe the high Y or producer type as "remaining 
achievement-oriented . . . but some of the rigidity and sharp 
defensive edges are gone and hence the high Y can more effectively 
express emotions and empathize with the emotions of others . . ." 
(1978, p. 98). 
At the apex of Heath's model is the A type, the transcendent 
leader. The transcendent leader is characterized by an 
interdependent psychological stance. Transcendent leaders retain 
the basic personality of their particular personality 
predisposition, i.e., X, Y, or Z, respectively, but at this high 
level of functioning the personality qualities of the other types 
are integrated. For example, an X type transcendent leader will 
always have a strong primary relations orientation, but this 
orientation will be supplemented with a high degree of task focus 
and creative innovation. 
In Heath's theory we see a model that recognizes individual 
difference. Rather than categorizing a person in a particular box 
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permanently, it allows for the possibility of his or her growth and 
development. This latter potential is usually missing from 
personality models that categorize the individual in some way. 
There is much evidence in the management and leadership literature 
for the existence of Heath's typologies, but the addition of the 
maturity dimension in this model is unique, and therefore adds much 
needed depth to questions and issues surrounding leadership and 
management style. 
CHAPTER III 
METHOD 
Design 
This study will assess the relationship between interde¬ 
pendence and managerial effectiveness. Data will be gathered 
through questionnaires. Correlations will be computed and 
presented. 
Independent Variables 
In this study personality typology and degree of psychologi¬ 
cal maturity of managers as measured by the Modes of Existence 
Test (MOE) and Personal Orientation Inventory (POI) are viewed as 
the predictors or independent variables. Results are dependent 
upon differences in the independent variables. 
Dependent Variable 
Managerial effectiveness as measured by company ratings is 
viewed as the dependent variable. It may vary in some 
relationship to the independent variables (personality type and 
psychological maturity). A full discussion of company ratings of 
managerial effectiveness follows under the Instrumentation section 
of this chapter. 
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Sub.iects 
Managers 
The population for this study was 22 managers drawn from 
Genrad, Inc., a 2600 employee high-technology company with 
corporate headquarters in Waltham, Massachusetts. The sample 
represents 9.4% of Genrad's total management. 
Instrumentation 
Measurement of Managerial Effectiveness 
Overall managerial effectiveness ratings were established by 
Genrad as a function of four effectiveness scores: 
1. Performance rating on the managers' performance throughout 
the year on a scale of 1-6 (See Appendix C.) Performance 
rating at Genrad are established by the managers' 
supervisor. 
2. Ranking within each division by the divisional general 
manager and senior management group for purposes of stock 
options and bonuses, reflecting the managers' present 
contribution to the organization as well as their future 
potential. 
3. Ranking by the corporate review committee comprised of the 
vice-president of human resources, and three personnel 
specialists who have known the subjects over several years. 
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These expert ratings were done independently from the other 
two ratings. 
4. All three ratings above were then analyzed against one 
another by the corporate director of training and 
development who was not part of the corporate review 
committee. He produced a final score reflecting each 
subject's overall performance and contribution. 
Although the procedures for evaluating managerial 
effectiveness are explicit in the preceding four scores, the 
criteria used in evaluation were never clearly communicated to 
this researcher. In fact, an air of secrecy permiated the 
evaluation data. Files were closed to all but highly placed 
personnel. No mention of specific attitudes, or behaviors, that 
were considereed valuable were formally delineated. In verbal 
communication, however, John Ferrie, the corporate director of 
training and development, assured this researcher that the ability 
to collaborate effectively was basic to advancement at Genrad. It 
is noteworthy that Appendix C (the Supervisor's Performance Rating 
Scale) concentrates exclusively on "Results," and makes no mention 
of the ability to collaborate. At face value, this would seem to 
indicate a discrepency between Genrad's Statement of Shared Values 
(Appendix E) and its employee review system. However, in personal 
communication, Ferrie volunteered that the Rating Scale was not 
relied upon heavily. Although more specifically defined criteria 
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for personal evaluation would have been preferable, the company 
ratings were accepted as a valid independent variable. 
Measurement of Interdependence 
Two paper and pencil tests were administered to the 
subjects. These were the Modes of Existence Test (Heath, 1978; 
See Appendix A) and the Personal Orientation Inventory (POI) 
(Shostrum, 1963; See Appendix B). 
The Modes of Existence Test (MOE) (Heath, 1978). The 
Modes of Existence Test (MOE) was developed by Heath as a means to 
ascertain the personality typology and the maturity level of 
subjects. The test consists of eleven statements, one statement 
to a page. Each statement presents a description of a particular 
self-image, derived from Heath's conception of temperament and 
levels of maturity. The subject is asked to read all eleven 
statements, and to choose three that most resemble his or her own 
self-image. The subject is permitted to line out words or phrases 
which detract from his or her perceptions, and, in the interests 
of a more accurate image, to add a word or phrase where deemed 
appropriate. These deletions and additions are taken into account 
in the scoring. 
Validity and Reliability. The first validation of the MOE 
took place in management training seminars at AT&T over a four 
year period (1965-1969). The study involved individual groups 
each consisting of 40 managers. The training seminars were 
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repGated thrGe times each year to new management groups so that at 
the end of four years 480 managers in total had participated. 
At the outset of the study Heath trained three independent 
raters in the intricacies of the model. These raters did not know 
any of the managers involved in the trainings prior to each 
session, but became acquainted with them over the course of each 
two-week seminar. At the end of each training session each 
manager was categorized independently by each of the three raters, 
and these ratings in turn were correlated against MOE results 
scored by Heath. Heath then used this information to adjust his 
instrument to more accurately reflect the psychological 
orientations of the X, Y, and Z types at various levels of 
maturity. This series of programme adjustments by Heath to the 
MOE resulted by the end of the four year study in an instrument 
which reliably reflected Heath's model. Thus, the reliability and 
validity study of the MOE described above was not a statistical 
study, but actually a programming creating of an instrument by 
Heath that would accurately and reliably reflect his model. 
William Overtree (1970) provides statistically validity and 
reliability data on the Modes of Existence Test. Using a 
population of ninety-five male undergraduate students at Trinity 
College, Overtree classified individuals based on (1) written 
Modes of Existence (MOE) Test results in 1968; (2) written Modes 
of Existence (MOE) Test results in 1970; (3) daily observations; 
67 
(4) a structured two-hour interview; and (5) a battery of six 
psychological tests. 
To understand Overtree's work more fully, further details 
are provided in the following paragraphs of the six psychological 
tests used, the format of the structured two-hour interview, and 
methodology employed in the daily observations. 
The Psychological Tests. The goal of administering the six 
psychological tests to the subjects was to gather information 
about how different individuals would respond to various standard 
situations (Heath, 1983, in personal communication). 
Test I: The H-T-P Test (draw a horse, a tree, and a 
person). Originated by John Buck. This is a projective test. A 
house, a tree, and a person are drawn by the subject on separate 
pieces of paper; no time limit is set. Drawings were judged on 
the basis of amount of detail, boldness of line, and size of 
drawing in reference to page size. 
Test II: The Thematic Apperception Test. Subjects 
completed projections on a series of selected cards on Murray's 
Thematic Apperception Test (TAT). 
Test III: The Stereoscope Test (developed by John Engel). 
Contrasting images were placed simultaneously in a stereoscope and 
the subjects were asked to give a running oral commentary of their 
perceptions. The test lasted sixty seconds. Subjects were scored 
for the speed from when they began to look into the stereoscope 
until they commented on the more salient image. 
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Test IV: The Inhibited Motion Test (developed by June 
Downey as a part of the Will Temperament Test). In this test 
subjects were asked to write the words "United States of America" 
on a sheet of paper as slowly as possible, without both stopping 
the movement of the pencil and lifting it from the paper. 
Subjects were scored for the length of time taken to do this task. 
Test V: The Kinesthetic Sensitivity Test (developed by 
Asenath Petrie). In this test specially designed apparatus is 
used to measure the extent to which subjects augment or reduce 
objective kinesthetic stimuli. The subject is blindfolded and 
feels with the thumb and forefinger of his right hand the width of 
a special measuring block. Then, with the thumb and forefinger of 
his other hand, he feels a long tapered bar and determines on the 
bar the place where it seems to be the same width as the measuring 
block. Subjects were measured on the basis of four attempts. 
Test VI: The Competitive Message Test. This test was 
developed by Heath in 1958 at the University of Pittsburgh. Two 
different messages are piped through earphones into each ear for 
sixty seconds. Subjects report on their experience. Subjects are 
scored according to the choise of message they report upon, as 
well as the coherence with which they are able to report. 
Structured Interviews. The two-hour structured interviews 
conducted for this research contained a number of specific 
questions related to the curricular and extracurricular activities 
of the subjects. For example, one set of questions probed whether 
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the subject was involved in student government and what his 
preferred style of operating might be if he were involved. 
Criteria developed from Heath's personality model were then 
applied to the interview transcripts, and subjects were 
categorized accordingly. 
Daily Observations. Overtree observed his subjects in 
classroom situations and in extracurricular activities such as 
involvement in sports. He also spoke to neighbors and friends of 
subjects and asked them to describe the characteristics of 
subjects. Subjects were categorized on the basis of criteria 
developed from Heath's theory. 
The subjects who participated in this research can be 
subdivided into four groups bsed on specific combinations of 
classifications. The results are summarized in Table 3. In short 
Overtree's study, described above, demonstrated that the MOE was 
highly valid and reliable as a means for assessing the Heath 
typologies and their respective maturity levels. In three of the 
four groups where the instrument was correlated against itself, or 
against interviews, correlations were above .825 p= .05. 
Scoring of the MOE 
All MOE tests were scored by Roy Heath. Heath and this 
researcher together established a numerical system denoting each 
subject's position on the dimension of temperament, and on the 
dimension of maturity, for statistical purposes. 
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Table 3 
Reliability Data on Modes of Existence 
Group #1 (N=36) 
’"interview x 1970 MOE Test = .825* 
’^observation x 1970 MOE Test = .57 
’"interview x observation = .71 
’"1970 MOE Test x interview x observation = .84 
Group #2 (N=31) 
’"1970 MOE Test x 1968 MOE Test = .84* 
’^1970 MOE Test x interview = .95** 
’"interview x 1968 MOE Test = .76 
’"1970 MOE Test x interview x 1968 MOE Test = .96** 
Group #3 (N=23) 
’"1970 MOE Test x test battery = .66 
Group #4 (N=38) 
’"1970 MOE Test x 1968 MOE Test = .85* 
*Significant at .05 level. 
**Significant at .01 level. 
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The POI ($hostrum« 1963). Since the developmental maturity 
dimension of Heath's model is so central to aspects of the study 
proposed here, i.e., that more interdependent (emotionally mature) 
people will tend to be more effective managers, it seemed 
appropriate to measure maturity independently from Heath's Modes 
of Existence Test. After investigation of various maturity 
measures, and discussion with Heath himself, the Personal 
Orientation Inventory (POI) (Shostrum, 1963) was chosen as the 
test that Heath felt would most accurately measure this variable, 
though it had never been used for this purpose before. Actually, 
Heath's and Shostrum's ideas about emotional maturity seem to be 
remarkably similar. Consider: 
The principal characteristic of the Reasonable 
Adventurer is his ability to create his own 
opportunities for satisfaction. ... He seems to 
have his psychological house in sufficient order to 
release him to attack the problems of everyday life 
with zest and originality. And he seems to do so 
with an air of playfulness (Heath, 1964, p. 30). 
In recent years, Maslow (1954, 1962, 1967) has 
developed the idea of the self-actualizing person 
-- a person who is more fully functioning and lives 
a more enriched life than does the average person. 
Such an individual is seen as developing and 
utilizing all of his unique capabilities, or 
potentialities, free of the inhibitions and 
emotional turmoil of those less self-actualizing 
(Shostrum, 1976). 
The POI consists of 150 two-choice comparative value and 
behavior judgments. Each item is scored twice. One hundred and 
twenty-seven items are scored for one basic scale. Support Ratio. 
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Twenty-three items are score for Time Ratio. Time Ratio scores 
provide data to determine the degree to which the subject is 
"present" oriented. The Support Ratio determines the degree to 
which an individual's "Reactivity Orientation" is toward others or 
self. All items are re-scored for ten subscales, which measure a 
"conceptually important element of self-actualizing" (p. 4). 
Definitions of the POI scales and subscales are found in Figure 4. 
Validity and Reliability. Shostrum (1976) reports that "the 
most important test of validity, in the case of the POI, is that 
it should discriminate between individuals who have been observed 
in their life behavior to have attained a relatively high level of 
self-actual i zi ng from those who have not so evidenced such 
development" (1976, p. 23). Shostrum (1976) defines the self- 
actualizing person as "a person who is more fully functioning and 
lives a more enriched life than does the average person. Such a 
person is seen as developing and utilizing all of his unique 
capabilities, or potentialities, free of the inhibition and 
emotional turmoil of those less self-actualizing" (p. 4). The 
chart on the following page demonstrates the differences obtained 
when two carefully selected groups were administered the POI: one 
group of "relatively self-actualizing" adults and the other of 
"non-self-actualizing" adults. 
As can be seen in Table 4, the self-actualizing groups' mean 
scores on ten of the twelve scales measured, when compared with 
the mean scores of the non-self-actualizing group on the same ten 
scales, is significant at the .01 confidence level. 
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Number 
of Items 
Scale 
Number Symbol Description 
I. Ratio Scores 
23 1/2 Tl/Tc TIME RATIO 
Time Incompetence/Time Competence - 
measures degree to which one is 
"present" oriented 
127 3/4 0/1 SUPPORT RATIO 
Other/Inner - measures whether 
reactivity orientation is basically 
toward others or self 
II Sub-Scales 
26 5 SAV SELF-ACTUALIZING VALUE 
Measures affirmation of primary 
values of self-actualizing persons 
32 6 Ex EXISTENTIALITY 
Measures ability to situationally 
or existentially react without 
rigid adherence to principles 
23 7 Fr FEELING REACTIVITY 
Measures sensivity of responsive¬ 
ness to one's own needs and feelings 
18 8 S SPONTANEITY 
Measures freedom to reach 
spontaneously or to be oneself 
16 9 Sr SELF REGARD 
Measures affirmation of self 
because of worth or strength 
26 10 Sa SELF ACCEPTANCE 
Measures affirmation or acceptance 
of self in spite of weaknesses or 
deficiencies 
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Number 
of Items 
Scale 
Number Symbol Description 
16 11 Nc NATURE OF MAN 
Measures degree of the constructive 
view of the nature of man, mascu¬ 
linity, femininity 
9 12 sy SYNERGY 
Measures ability to be synergistic, 
to transcend dichotomies 
25 13 A ACCEPTANCE OF AGGRESSION 
Measures ability to accpet one's 
natural aggressiveness as opposed 
to defensiveness, denial, and 
repression of aggression 
28 14 C CAPACITY FOR INTIMATE CONTACT 
Measures ability to develop 
contactful intimate relationships 
with other human beings, unen¬ 
cumbered by expectations and 
obligations 
Figure 4. Scoring categories for the Personal Orientation 
Inventory 
POI Scile Meuii, aaudard Devlatiooi and Comparlaon of Dlffereneca Between 
Samples Nominated as "Self-ActuaUilng, •• "Normal” and "NoD-5eU-Actualliing. " 
POI Scale Sym¬ 
bol 
Setf- 
actuallzing 
(29) 
Normal 
Adult 
(158) 
Non-Self- 
actuallziog 
(34) Mean 
Dili. CR 
SA-NSA Mean SO Mean SD Mean SD 
Time Competence 
^C 18.9 2.5 17.7 2.8 15.8 3.6 3.1 4.0** 
Inner Directed I 92.9 11.5 87.2 13.6 75.8 16.2 17.1 4.9** 
Self Actualizing 
Value SAV 20.7 3.6 20.2 3.0 18.0 3.7 2.7 2.9*« 
Existential tty Ex 24.8 3.5 21.8 5.1 18.9 5.4 5.9 5.1*- 
Feeling 
Reactivity Fr 16.3 2.8 15.7 3.3 14.3 3.8 2.0 2.4* 
Spontaneity S 12.7 2.9 11.6 3.0 9.8 3.4 2.9 3.6** 
Self Regaxd Sr 12.9 1.9 12.0 •2.7 10.2 3.3 2.7 4.0*« 
Self Acceptance Sa 18.9 3.5 17.1 4.0 14.2 4.0 4.7 5.0»* 
Nature of Mao Nc 12.3 2.2 12.4 1.9 11.3 2.0 1.0 2.0 
Syoergy Sy 7.6 1.2 7.3 1.2 6.2 1.9 1.4 3.7*« 
Acceptance of 
Aggression A 17.6 3.1 16.6 3.7 14.7 3.5 2.9 3.5»» 
Capacity for In¬ 
timate Contact C 20.2 3.4 18.8 4.6 16.5 4.3 3.7 5.0*» 
Ratio Scores 
Time Tj,/Tj 7.7 5.1 2.9 
Support I/O 3.3 2.5 1.4 
■Significant at the .05 confidence level. **Significant at the .01 confldetxie level. 
Profilai Baud on Mean POI Scorat for a Self-Actuiiaing (SA) and a Non-Self Actualiaing (NSA) Sample. 
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Table 5 depicts results of a study by Klavetter and Mogar 
(1967) on the test-retest reliability of the POI. The test was 
administered twice, a week apart, to 48 undergraduate college 
students. The correlations between the two testings ranged from 
.52 to .82. For the POI scale "Inner Directed" used in this 
study, the test-retest reliability coefficient was .77. 
Specific Hypotheses 
Hypothesis I: Managers with high interdependency levels as 
measured by the Modes of Existence Test (Heath, 1978) will 
be more effective managers than those scoring lower on the 
Modes of Existence Test. 
This hypothesis is based on Heath's model which indicates 
that interdependence is a developmental expression of 
psychological maturity. This hypothesis is also based on Pascale 
and Athos (1981) assertions that effective managers are more 
interdependent than less effective managers. 
Hypothesis II: Managers will differ in effectiveness 
depending on X, Y, or Z typology. If there is a difference, 
it is expected that Y managers are more effective than 
either X or Z. 
This hypothesis is designed to differentiate between the two 
dimensions of Heath's model, i.e., personality type and develop¬ 
mental maturity. Heath's theory asserts that regardless of 
personality typology (i.e., dependent, counter-dependent, 
independent), as the maturity of the individual increases, he or 
she demonstrates greater interdependence, though with the flavor 
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Table 5 
Test-Retest Reliability Coefficients for 
Personal Orientation Inventory^ 
POI Scales 
Test-Retest 
Reliability 
Time Component iC .71 
Inner Directed I .77 
Self-Actualizing Value SAV .69 
Existentiality Ex .82 
Feeling Reactivity Fr .65 
Spontaneity S .76 
Self-Regard Sr .71 
Self-Acceptance Sa .77 
Nature of Man Nc .68 
Synergy Sy .71 
Acceptance of Aggression A .52 
Capacity for Intimate Contact C .67 
^Based on a sample of 48 college students from a study by 
Klavetter and Mogar (1967). 
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of their own unique personality style. Moreover, the study in 
this area will shed light on the processes involved as 
psychological types with dependent, counter-dependent, and 
independent stances move toward psychological maturity (inter¬ 
dependence) . 
Hypothesis III: Managers scoring highly in the Modes of 
Existence Test will also score highly in the inner directed 
scale measured by the POI. 
This hypothesis is designed to test the relationship between 
the maturity dimension measured by Heath and the maturity or self- 
actualization measured by Shostrum. Use of the inner directed 
scale which consists of 127 of the 150 items in the POI is 
recommended by Shostrum (1963) for correlational purposes. 
Hypothesis IV: Managers with high maturity levels as 
measured by the POI (Shostrum, 1963) will be more effective 
than those scoring lower on the POI. 
This hypothesis is designed to test the relationship of the 
POI scores and managerial effectiveness ratings. This will 
demonstrate the relationship of the POI's measurement of maturity, 
and managerial effectiveness, which will be an important 
additional measure should hypothesis III prove incorrect. 
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Data Collection 
The data were collected in the Spring of 1983. This 
investigator met with Genrad's corporate director of training and 
development and the vice-president of human resource development 
in January 1983. A proposal detailing the research was given to 
the two directors who, after discussions, agreed to participate in 
the study, understanding that participation by managers would be 
voluntary. The only condition of participation imposed was that 
scores on the MOE and the POI would be explained to each 
participant after the research was completed. The corporate 
director of training and development agreed to randomly 
disseminate 50 instruments to managers. A post-paid envelope was 
provided with each set of instruments which participants mailed 
directly to this researcher. A total of 24 managers responded, 
but two of these were received after the analysis deadline and 
therefore could not be used in the study. 
Data Analysis 
Pearson correlation coefficient measures were used to 
examine the data and test hypotheses I, III, and IV. Correlation 
coefficients are "intended for situations where two variables are 
involved and both are expressed in quantitative form" (miniun, 
1978, p. 146). A ;^test was used for hypothesis II to compare X 
and Y types, since only two managers were classified as Z types in 
the study. 
80 
Summary 
This chapter has presented a detailed description of the 
research design, methodology and procedures used in the study. A 
description of the study, site of the study, sample description, 
hypotheses, instrumentation, data collection methods, and data 
analysis have been described. Results and discussion of the study 
will be presented in the following chapter. 
Figure 5 Scattergram of POI (Down) and Rating (Across) 
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Table 6 
Statistical Data 
Raw Scores 
Subject # Managerial Eff. Rating Mode (M) Mode (t) P.O.I. 
01 7.5 9 4.25 (Y) 47 
02 4.5 11 4.05 (Y) 49 
03 5.2 10 5.5 (Z) 48 
04 5.1 5 4.5 (Y) 49 
05 8.1 9 4.4 (Y) 28 
06 5.0 5 3.5 (X) 35 
07 8.5 10 4.6 (Y) 51 
08 5.8 10.5 3.75 (X) 43 
09 5.5 9 4.5 (Y) 47 
10 7.1 9 3.5 (X) 35 
11 5.9 9 4.25 (Y) 46 
12 7.2 9 3.5 (X) 34 
13 6.5 8.5 3.75 (X) 40 
14 9.0 10.75 4.10 (Y) 47 
15 4.8 6 4.5 (Y) 51 
16 4.2 6 4.5 (Y) 49 
17 3.8 8.5 3.75 (X) 46 
18 8.3 9 3.75 (X) 51 
19 6.2 10 4.25 (Y) 47 
20 7.8 13 4.10 (Y) 58 
21 7.8 11 3.9 (X) 47 
22 3.5 7 5.5 (Z) 43 
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Table 7 
Summary of Variable Means and Standard Deviations 
Variable Mean Std. Dev. Skewness Valid Cases Missing Cases 
Rating 6.24 1.64 .02 22 0 
Modem 8.88 2.03 -.41 22 0 
Modet 4.18 .56 1.01 22 0 
POI 3.96 .72 -.77 22 0 
Maturity 2.14 .77 -.25 22 0 
Perf 1.77 .75 .41 22 0 
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Discussion 
The hypothesis is supported. Although the N of 22 managers 
predicates only tentative general conclusions, it would seem from 
the relatively high correlation obtained at the .005 level of 
significance, that interdependency as measured by the Modes of 
Existence Test relates significantly to the effectiveness ratings 
obtained by the managers in the study. 
Considering other factors which may impact a manager's 
effectiveness at any one time such as technical know-how, personal 
job-fit, company politics and other potential stress conditions at 
work and at home, the relationship of interdependency as measured 
by the Modes of Existence Test (M.O.E^ and the managerial 
effectiveness ratings achieved, appear to be high. Thus the major 
thrust of the dissertation is supported. 
Hypothesis II 
Results 
Hypothesis II predicted that "managers will differ in 
effectiveness depending on X, Y, or Z typology. If there is a 
difference, it is expected that Y managers are more effective than 
either X or Z." Since only two subjects in the study were 
classified as Z types, a comparison between X and Y types only was 
conducted. Result of a T-test showed a T-value of -.02 with 18 
degrees of freedom and a 2-tail probability of p .987 between X's 
and Y's. 
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Discussion 
The hypothesis is not supported. It is obvious that 
managers of the X type (Harmonizer's) in this sample were not 
significantly different in their effectiveness than Y managers 
(Producers). 
Although the present researcher predicted that producers (Y 
types) would be more effective than either Harmonizers (X types) 
or Innovators (Z types), in retrospect this prediction appears to 
have been somewhat inappropriate for a company such as Genrad. 
Genrad's culture, as will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 
V, is collaborative rather than competitive (Genrad's Shared 
Values, 1982). High emphasis is placed on interpersonal acceptance 
over a wide range of personality styles, and therefore, as the 
present study indicates, the contributions of effective 
Harmonizers are likely to be recognized just as readily as those 
of effective producers. 
The lack of significance here may also suggest that 
predicted differences in the effectiveness of X's and Y's, though 
seemingly theoretically sound, may in reality not hold. However, 
it must be strongly emphasized that this possibility must be 
tested in a wide range of organizational settings with a much 
larger sample than the current study before this conclusion can be 
made with confidence. 
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Hypothesis III 
Results 
Hypothesis III predicted that "managers scoring highly in 
the Modes of Existence Test will also score highly in the I scale 
measured by the P.O.I." 
The Pearson correlation coefficient between the performance 
of subjects on the P.O.I. and the M.O.E. is r=.19, p .197. 
Discussion 
Although the correlation is in the right direction, it is 
too small to support the hypothesis. A number of factors appear 
to have played a part in this result: 
1. A scattergram of the P.O.I. against the Modes of Existence 
Test reveals that whereas the latter test results have a 
fairly wide spread, the scores of 14 of the 22 subjects on 
the P.O.I. are on the same plane thus denoting little score 
differentiation. 
2. The P.O.I., according to Pfeifer and Heslin (1973) "is quite 
transparent to anyone who has some familiarity with human 
relations training, or, for that matter, with anyone who is 
experienced in taking objective tests" (p. 100). Since, 
Genrad, in this researcher's observation during the research 
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of this study, has an extremely progressive management 
development program, and since much of the content area of 
these training programs is concerned with what might be 
broadly termed self-actualization, it seemed to this 
researcher that the high similarity of scores for 14 of the 
22 subjects might be a reflection of training orientation. 
Upon further investigation it was found that 91.7% of the Y 
types in the study (11 out of 12) fell into this similar 
score categorization, while only 37% of the X type (3 out of 
8) fell into this category.* This raised the possibility 
that the POI might tend to bias against the X temperament 
and not to suppress the Y temperament as much. Consequently 
this researcher conducted an item analysis of the POI 
differentiating all questions that 75% or more X's or Y's 
had scored on negatively. Twenty-two such items were 
identified and Roy Heath evaluated these for bias toward or 
away from the X or Y temperament respectively. (See 
Appendix D for a list of items.) Two major findings emerged 
from this analysis: (1) There are a number of items on the 
POI which tend to bias against the low and medial X 
temperament and tend to be less suppressive of the Y 
temperament. For example: 
Item 2a) When a friend does me a favor, I feel that I 
must return it. 
~ *The range in scores between X's and Y's on the MOE is very 
similar indicating that it probably is not biased for or against 
either temperament. 
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b) When a friend does me a favor, I do not feel 
that I must return it. 
(b is judged correct in the POI scoring system) 
Heath's analysis of this itemwasthat lower and medial X's 
would tend to feel an obligation to others, whereas the 
lower and medial Ys would tend to return the favor if it 
made rational sense to them. Thus, it is Heath's feeling 
that this is a clear-cut example of where the Y temperament 
and not self-actualization per se is being awarded and where 
the X temperament is penalized. This proved true in several 
cases, but this analysis pointed to a much bigger issue. 
(2) In 10 of the 22 items analyzed. Heath articulated a 
conceptual difference between his model's Reasonable 
Adventurer ideal, and the "correct" answer according to the 
self-actualization ideal of the POI. This led to a detailed 
analysis of all 150 items in the POI from the standpoint of 
the Reasonable Adventurer ideal. The analysis was conducted 
by Heath. The following results were recorded: 
Forty-two conceptual disagreements ocurred. These can be 
divided into two main categories: 
(i) Direct conceptual difference between the POI and the 
Reasonable/^venturer ideal. Most often this conceptual 
difference occurred around the values apparently upheld by 
the POI as self-actualized, and Heath's notions of the 
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values of the Reasonable Adventurer. Specifically, these 
differences centered on what Heath considered to be a 
self-centered value system in the POI. For example, item 
53: (a) My basic responsibility is to be aware of my own 
needs, (b) My basic responsibility is to be aware of 
others' needs. 
Heath articulated the Reasonable Adventurer's basic 
concern for his or her fellow-being, a value he considers 
fundamental to his model, as a direct difference in 
philosophical stances with the POI. The essential 
relatedness with others was a dominant theme in Heath's 
analysis. Consider item 128: 
(a) I am self-sufficient. 
(b) I am not self-sufficient. 
Again, Heath felt that wereas the POI scores "a" answer as 
the more self-actualized, in this model's value system 
answer "b" would be a basic value. The Reasonable 
Adventurer would always be aware of his or her essential 
relatedness to others. That indeed by himself he or she is 
not self-sufficient. The philosophical difference between 
Heath's Reasonable Adventurer conception and that of the POI 
occurred repeatedly. 
(ii) The second major difference between the two systems 
occurred around the forced choice nature of either answer a 
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or b in each POI item. Shostrum allows for up to 10 no 
choices but Heath felt that in the case of 24 items, neither 
the a or b choices presented would be acceptable to the 
Reasonable Adventurer, and that therefore no choice could be 
made. The fact that 24 non-choices were made automatically 
makes the POI results invalid. However, for the sake of 
ascertaining how the Reasonable Adventurer might have done 
on an actual test, this researcher ignored Shostrum's 
stipulations. All discrepancies between the two models were 
counted and the Reasonable Adventurer's scores on the I 
scale came out to 43, 7 points below the minimal self- 
actualized level. While this result is an "unofficial" 
result, it nevertheless indicates an apparent difference 
between the two tests. While there is some agreement on the 
meaning of self-actualization between the two models, there 
is sufficient discrepancy to conclude that these conceptual 
differences resulting in different measurement methods and 
perspectives might account for the lack of significance 
between the POI results and managerial effectiveness. 
Following on Heath's major criticism of the POI, i.e., its 
apparently self-centered value system, it is this 
researcher's opinion that the POI is not a good test of 
interdependency. Indeed as the analysis demonstrated over 
and over again interdependency and ego-extention are 
fundamental to Heath's model, yet seem not to be central to 
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the POI. Therefore, in this researcher's opinion. Heath's 
MOE is a better test of interdependency than the POI. 
3. The Modes of Existence Test, unlike the POI is difficult, if 
not impossible to see through, unless the theory behind it 
is clearly understood. Moreover, whereas the POI is 
predicated on self-perception which is often unreliable, the 
MOE offers subjects' statements that are attractive to them 
according to particular personality predispositions and 
maturity levels. 
The MOE further allows subjects to add words or whole 
sentences, and to delete whatever phrases subjects are 
uncomfortable with in particular statements. In much the 
same way that a subject's recorded statements on the 
Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) offers information about 
the subject to a test scorer, so too do these deletions 
and/or additions on the MOE In the case of this research, 
the test scorer was Roy Heath himself. 
The methodological differences between the MOE and the POI, 
may have something to do with divergencies in the respective 
scores obtained in each test. At any rate it appears clear from 
the analysis described in Section ii above that they do not 
measure the same personality attributes, though, as was discussed 
in Chapter II, the roots behind each theory appear to be similar. 
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Hypothesis IV 
Results 
The final hypothesis predicted that "managers with high 
maturity levels as measured by the POI will be more effective than 
those scoring lower on the POI". 
The Pearson Correlation Coefficient between managerial 
performance ratings and the POI is r=.0057, p .490. 
Discussion 
The hypothesis is not supported. Results of the POI scores 
show no correlation with managerial effectiveness ratings. As was 
discussed under hypothesis III in some detail, a number of factors 
impacting use of the POI as an instrument may have played a role 
in this result. As the analysis of the POI presented under 
hypothesis III indicated, the POI appears to measure something 
different than the MOE and to have a bias toward a self-centered 
definition of self-actualization. Since interdependency as 
measured by the MOE is positively related to managerial 
effectiveness (See hypothesis I), it follows that a different, 
more self-centered (less interdependent) definition of 
self-actualization such as exists in the POI would yield the 
present results. 
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Chapter Summarv 
Of the four hypotheses tested, only one, the first 
hypothesis, which correlates interdependency scores on the Modes 
of Existence Test with managerial ratings, shows significant 
correlation. Since this first hypothesis represents the major 
thrust of this research, this finding holds premise for future 
research with larger populations. 
No statistical significant difference was found between the 
effectiveness of Harmonizers, Producers and Innovators. Only 
Harmonizers and Producers were compared against one another, since 
the number of Innovators was too few (two) to warrant inclusion in 
the comparison. 
A possible factor accounting for the Harmonizers' rating 
scores being similar to the Producers' (whom this researcher 
predicted would score higher than either the Harmonizers or the 
Innovators), is the potential impact of Genrad's highly people- 
oriented culture, a factor of no mean significance for 
Harmonizers. It may also be that organizations more generally 
recognize the value of a people orientation than was previously 
thought. More research in other organizations is needed to 
determine whether this is unique to cultures such as Genrads, or 
if it is more generally true. 
The two hypotheses dealing with the POI were not supported. 
Hypothesis III predicted a correlation between the MOE and the 
POI, and Hypothesis IV predicted a correlation between the POI and 
the managerial effectiveness ratings. Possible reasons cited for 
the weakness of the associations included: (1) similarity of POI 
scores (14 of the 22 subjects scored almost identical scores); (2) 
the transparency of the test for those familiar with human 
relations training; and (3) POI tests results which are based on 
self-perceptions of the subject, a far less reliable methodology 
than the MOE which presents statements to the subject that are 
more or less attractive, depending on X, Y, or Z temperament as 
well as level of maturity. Possible theoretical and measurement 
problems regarding the definition of interdependency as used in 
the study. It appears that the POI might mediate against lower 
and medial X value and tend not to suppress lower and medial Y 
values. The MOE seems to be free of such temperament or style 
biases; indeed, it appears to be predicated on honoring the unique 
expression of X, Y, and Z types in their development toward 
interdependency. The POI was used as a ironcheck of the MOE, but 
in practice it is not interchangeable or even correlated with the 
MOE. 
In the following chapter. Chapter V, implications of this 
research are discussed. 
CHAPTER V 
IMPLICATIONS 
Introduction 
Interdependence, a concept appearing in the most recent 
organizational literature, may be a needed response to what many 
perceive as a failing paradigm -- a value system that has 
traditionally dichotomized between competition and collaboration 
(Walton, 1970; Kraus, 1980; Loughran, 1981). Our faltering 
economy has certainly provided powerful incentive to examine old 
assumptions about how people best work together. The present 
study primarily involved application of a particular lens -- Roy 
Heath's personality theory (1963) — to the psychosocial processes 
involved in effective management, especially how emotional 
maturity, of which interdependence is an integral part, impacts 
the effectiveness dimension. This study was a first effort toward 
understanding interdependency and its relationship to managerial 
efficacy, an understanding the Japanese are reported to 
demonstrate routinely in their everyday organizational functioning 
(Pascale & Athos, 1981). 
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The results of the study supported the major hypothesis 
proposed at the outset of the research, i.e., that interdependency 
as defined in Heath's model is related to managerial effective¬ 
ness. This conclusion can only be ventured tentatively due to the 
relatively low N of 22 managers in the study. No difference in 
effectiveness was recorded for the three major personality 
categories (X, Y, and Z types) in the study. Results of the 
P.O.I., a psychological test with similar roots to Heath's model 
in fact showed no significant relationship to Heath's M.O.E., or 
to managerial effectiveness ratings. As was discussed at some 
length in Chapter IV conceptual differences between the POI and 
Heath's model seem to account for these results. This underscores 
the importance of Roy Heath's definition and measurement of 
interdependence (as opposed to say Maslow or Shostrum) for futher 
work on this topic in private sector settings. To this 
researcher's knowledge no other psychological test purports to 
measure interdependent maturity. 
This chapter will discuss implications arising from this 
study, and suggest areas for further research. The Chapter will 
be divided into two parts: Part One will discuss implications 
arising from Roy Heath's theory; Part Two will discuss 
implications to the area of management brought to light by the 
present study. Suggestions for further research will be presented 
in both sections of the chapter. 
1 
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Part I: Implications for Roy Heath's Personality Theory 
Roy Heath's personality theory is a developmental model with 
a difference. The model is capable of pinpointing both individual 
temperament (Type X, Y, or Z) as well as a specific level of 
maturity. Furthermore the model delineates the unique 
developmental path of the X, Y, and Z types. This two-dimensional 
assessment capacity is unusual in that most personality or 
behavioral models offer a uni-dimensional method of categorizing 
either temperament or maturity. Either growth potential is not 
considered at all, and individuals are fixed in rigid personality 
or behavioral categories, or, blanket statements about growth 
without consideration of individual temperament are proposed. 
Heath's model is therefore refreshing. Unlike many theories 
where application "breeds contempt," the year-long preparatory 
study of the theory culminating in the research reported here has 
convinced this researcher that Heath's personality model is a 
highly valid way of viewing the individual and his development 
potential, and that it holds promise for further research. 
Heath's model has many potential applications, and in this 
researchers opinion it deserves more publicity than it has 
received to date. However, use of Heath's model is not without 
difficulty. The primary difficulty is in the use of the Modes of 
Existence Test (MOE), Heath's diagnostic test, which cannot be 
scored by computer. The test must be hand scored by a person 
well-versed in the intracasies of the model, and with a deep 
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apprsciation of tho many subtle clinical nuances which determine a 
subjects score on both the dimension of temperament as well as the 
dimension of maturity. Since no adequate g^^delines exist for use 
by interested researchers, the test is at present fairly 
impractical. Only those who are thoroughly trained by Heath, or 
by someone trained by Heath, would hope to use the MOE with 
confidence. Thus, one major implication arising from this study 
is the need to develop a systematized training program and 
training manual for using and scoring the MOE. It is possible, 
also, that an MOE computer program could be developed. In the 
case of other difficult-to-score assessment tests such as the 
Rorschach, computer scoring and interpretation is today routinely 
used. 
While the major concern in the present study was with 
application of Heath's theory to managerial effectiveness, the 
focus of Heath's original study, i.e., "how was the growth of 
students imparted by a Princeton University education?", was so 
prominent in Heath's reports on his study that a number of 
"by-product" research implications for developing further 
understanding of the learning process inevitably arose for this 
researcher during the current project. In particular Heath's 
articulation of the differences in temperament between X's, Y's, 
and Z's would seem to hold promise for further research. Although 
temperament differences in effectiveness were not found in the 
current study, given the possible uniqueness of Genrad in its 
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spoken emphasis or interdependency, and other work done with the 
theory (especially the work of Barry Sheckley, 1983), this 
researcher believes that further research into temperament 
differences are important. Consider the following differences in 
learning styles of X, Y, and Z's as articulated by Heath (1963) 
(1983 in person communication): 
- X's need a lot of feedback on learning performance, and 
appear to require more rehearsal before performance than Y's 
or Z's. 
- Y's need to see a logical connection between their learning 
endeavor and the probability of future gain to them. 
- Z's have more trouble than X's or Y's in remaining within 
the frame of a particular learning endeavor, and tend to 
hinge active learning on specific and often idiosyncratic 
interests. 
These differences in learning orientation would seem to 
provide a rich potential starting point in an area where further 
research is urgently needed. George J. Mouly (1978) in his 
seminal book on educational research has pointed out -- "after 50 
years of research, we still know very little about the nature of 
the learning process, the development of personality, the 
conditions of personal adjustment, the prevention of delinquency, 
etc...," (p. 304). 
If, as Heath's model asserts, basic differences in learning 
orientation exist for the X, Y, or Z type, then a number of 
101 
questions arise where the use of the theory might provide 
farreaching answers. Consider: 
- Does maturity as defined in Heath's model play a role 
affecting learning rate and learning focus of the X, Y, and 
Z respectively? 
- Do X, Y, and Z types require different kinds of experiences 
from one another to foster optimal learning? 
- What personal difficulties and crises might be predicted 
given a particular blend of environment and individual? 
- What sorts of challenges ought to be provided by educational 
curricula for X, Y, and Z types respectively? 
- Are X, Y, and Z types, respectively well suited to certain 
disciplines, vocational training, or career paths, than one 
another? 
- What role does maturity play in career and/or vocational 
choice? 
- How might teachers be trained to manifest more flexible 
teaching reppoirtes to provide optimally for particular 
mixes of X, Y, and Z students? 
- What is the impact of a teachers temperamental type and 
maturity level on the teaching process? 
The questions generated above are, of course, a very 
tentative list of potential research implications. However, they 
do represent significant areas of concern in the educational 
process, which in this researchers opinion, warrant further 
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investigation in spite of the lack of temperament differences in 
this study. 
In summary, Roy Heath's personality theory provides a unique 
framework for understanding the complexities of human personality 
and its development. The model appears to be an important lens 
through which to view complex issues surrounding how different 
personality types learn, grow, and in general fulfill their own 
potentialities. The implications and applications of the model 
for education and interpersonal relationships are thus numerous 
and exciting. Although it is a complex model, its framework 
appears to provide a perspective thoroughly in keeping with the 
complexities of individual difference. 
A number of specific research implications were presented in 
the foregoing paragraphs. These suggestions for further research 
included (1) development of a systemized training program and 
training manual for the MOE and, (2) specific suggestions for 
using Heath's model for research in the learning process. 
In the following section. Part Two, implications and 
applications of Heath's theory to the area of management, will be 
discussed. 
Part II: Implications for Management 
Introduction 
The implications of Heath's model to management are related 
to the implications discussed in the foregoing paragraphs of this 
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chsptsr, for tho dros of mdndQGmont dlso involvos loddorship, 
Gducdtion, dnd trdiniriQ, ds wgII ds d dGGp concGrn for 
interpersondl dyndmics. Since business dnd industry in the U.S. 
dre under collective pressure to exdmine old dssumptions dnd to 
question the existing pdrddigm of whdt constitutes good 
mdndgement, (Peters & Wdtermdn, 1982) the unique perspective of 
Hedth's model might offer some interesting dnd promising 
opportunities for the future. 
Implicdtions for Further Resedrch 
on Interdependency 
Cledrly the most promising finding drising from the study 
reported by this resedrcher, is the demonstrdtion of d significdnt 
positive reldtionship between interdependency ds medsured by 
Hedth's MOE dnd mdndgeridl effectiveness. While generdl 
conclusions dt this stdge cdn only be tentdtively drdwn due to the 
smdll number of subjects in the study, the finding nevertheless 
does provide support for Pdscdle dnd Athos (1981) dssertions thdt 
effective mdndgers dre more interdependent then their less 
effective peers. This result is especidlly encourdging when one 
considers thdt in their book. The Art of Jdpdnese Mdndgement 
(1981), Pdscdle dnd Athos dsserted thdt the competitive ndture of 
U.S. culture would tend to credte dn dtmosphere in U.S. compdnies 
where interdependency would be pendlized. Indeed, in d persondl 
communicdtion with this resedrcher before the current study hdd 
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been conducted at Genrad, Anthony Athos (1982) reaffirmed this 
assertion. Of course, the present study can only be considered a 
first small step in the exploration of interdependency and 
managerial effectiveness, but these initial results tend not to 
support Pascale and Athos' assertions about the blanket impact of 
American culture on American managers. Perhaps as Peters and 
Waterman (1982) found in their investigation of the excellent 
companies in the United States, culture within the organization 
plays a far more powerful role in the overall shaping of how 
things are done, within the company, including the management 
process, than was previously thought. Consider the following 
excerpts from Genrad's Shared Value Statement: 
The key success factor of the future will be the 
abilities of people in the different areas of the 
corporations operations to work together 
effectively, to integrate their connected efforts, 
better than any competitor (1982, p. 6). 
Constructive and complementary working relation¬ 
ships among people is the ultimate human activity. 
Close and active affiliation between people is the 
ultimate human motivation (1982, p. 7). 
Though the value on collaboration addressed in Genrad's 
shared value statement was not reflected on the supervisor's 
ranking of managers form, collaboration was included as a 
contributing factor in the other assessments of the managers in 
this study (John Ferrie, corporate director of training and 
development, Genrad, Inc. in personal communication, 1983). 
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GGnrsd s culturG* thGn, sppGflrs to bG dCtivGly 
CO 11 abordtiVG. It thGCGforG is not surprising to this rGSGarchor 
that intGrdGpGndGncy and managGrial GffGCtivGnGSS in this company 
WGrG found to bG significantly rGlatGd. PGrhaps PascalG and 
Athos' (1981) assertion that interdependency would tend to be 
penalized in most American organizations is more likely to be 
found accurate if the context of the investigation takes place 
within a more traditional competitive culture than that found at 
Genrad. 
As can be seen from the above paragraphs there is clearly a 
need for further research on interdependency in the managerial 
process. This research will yield far more definitive results 
than the current study, if it is conducted in a wide range of 
organizations. As a matter of fact, the procedures used in the 
current study could be applied to such a wide range research 
program. Again, as has been discussed in detail in Chapter IV, 
the POI appears to define maturity differently from Heath's MOE, 
and appears to mediate against the X temperament and not to 
suppress lower and medial Y values. Since the MOE accounts for 
interdependence regardless of temperament differences using 
Heath's model as a conceptual base is recommended. 
While the present study found no significant difference 
between the effectiveness of X and Y type managers, this finding 
is predicated on too small a sample to warrant generalization. 
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Although this researcher acknowledges the possibility that larger 
studies will conclusively demonstrate that temperament is 
unrelated to effectiveness, this conclusion seems premature. It 
would be a mistake to misconstrue from the current finding that 
differences between Xs, Ys, and Zs do not exist, or that such 
differences are irrelevant to the world of work. In this 
researchers opinion differences between Xs, Ys, and Zs at various 
levels of maturity hold such clues for understanding how people 
can achieve satisfaction and increase productivity in their work 
settings. In the following paragraphs some possible areas of 
application and exploration of these differences in temperament 
are offered. 
Job-Person Fit 
The problem of job-person fit, or the interaction of the 
individual with the work situation has long been a subject of 
discussion in organizational studies. Argyris (1957) has 
articulated the problem eloquently: 
This dilemma between individual needs and 
organization is a basic, continual problem posing 
an eternal challenge to the leader. How is it 
possible to create an organization in which the 
individuals may obtain optimum expression and, 
simultaneously in which the organization itself may 
obtain optimum satisfaction of its demands? (1957, 
p. 10) 
While it is beyond the scope of this present work to propose 
detailed solutions to the organization/individual conflict, Roy 
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Heath's model does seem to hold potential implications to this 
problem. 
For instance, since Heath's model can be used to assess the 
typology of an individual as well as his or her maturity level, 
this information might be useful in determining what sorts of 
responsibilities are best for what sort of person. The model 
tells us that X's are basically people-oriented, that Y's are 
basically task or efficiency oriented, and that Z's are basically 
idea or product-perfection oriented. In fact, the model 
articulates the strengths and weaknesses of the three prototypes 
at the low, medium, and high maturity levels. It would therefore 
seem to this author, that such information could be used to great 
advantage in facilitating not only a better job-person match, but 
in discovering what might "turn on" an individual employee. 
Identification of Future and Potential Leaders 
Although generalizations about interdependency as defined in 
Heath's model and its relationship to managerial effectiveness 
cannot be mentioned with certainty at this stage, an implication 
arising from the current study, at least for Genrad, is the use of 
Heath's model as an aid for choosing future leaders. 
Since the model is capable of assessing the basic 
psychological orientations of each type as well as strengths and 
weaknesses related to level of maturity, this information could be 
used to select and train individuals for positions where specific 
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psychological predispositions might be an asset. For example, if 
quality circles are to be introduced on a large scale into a 
particular division for the first time, it could be advantageous 
to select and train in advance a certain percentage of harmonizer 
managers and foremen because of their natural people orientation 
and potential skills as team-builders. Obviously many other 
potential uses of the model exist in the vein just described 
exist. If predisposition of particular managers are known, then 
it might be possible that trial and error career development 
could, to some extent, be eliminated. If the theory could be used 
successfully in this manner, the dollar savings to the 
organization would be substantial and the value, in human terms, 
inestimable. 
Team Building 
In his classic statement about the use of work-teams in 
organizations, Rensis Likert (1961) had made the point that 
Management will make full use of the potential 
capabilities of its human resources only when each 
person in an organization is a member of one or 
more effectively functioning work groups that have 
a high degree of group loyalty, effective skills of 
interaction, and high performance goals, (p. 99) 
Likert's statement seems to have been prophetic, for in the last 
twenty years, quality circles and other similar work teams have 
become very popular in U.S. and foreign industry. 
While it is not always possible to create teams of workers 
from "scratch," it makes sense that those who work together should 
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be as compatible as possible. In this regard Heath's model holds 
promise for matching particular personality configurations and 
balances of individuals to specific job tasks. While this is not 
to say that the "perfect" group can be created, steps in the 
direction of balance can be made. Where it is not possible or 
desirable to match individuals, an assessment of types and 
respective maturity levels in a particular group, can provide 
valuable information about the likely ambience or character of 
that group. In his work at A.T.&T. in the 1960's, Roy Heath, 
using only information from his MOE, was able to predict with 
astonishing accuracy the types of issues, conflicts and general 
feel of particular groups or teams in training (Heath in personal 
communication, 1983). 
Conflict Resolution 
Related to the use of Heath's model in the team building 
process, is its potential for use in conflict resolution. 
An interesting application of his model is in what might be 
called "conflict resolution style assessment." The idea behind 
this concept is that Heath's model provides valuable clues about 
how different personality types might react under conditions of 
interpersonal conflict, or under conditions where stress has 
become severe. For instance, the theory asserts that lower and 
medial X types avoid confrontation, and prefer to smooth things 
over. Lower and medial Y types on the other hand like challenges 
no 
and might even provoke confrontation (Heath in personal 
communication). Lower and medial Z types would tend to consider 
the interpersonal aspects of conflict a waste of precious time — 
time they could be spending on developing a product (unless, for 
example, the conflict is centered around a lack of funding for 
their pet idea or project). The theory thus could be used to 
demonstrate dominant individual conflict resolution styles, and 
serve as a training model for the development of appropriate and 
more flexible conflict resolution strategies. Conflict resolution 
using Heath's model thus becomes a potential vehicle for 
increasing individual maturity and interdependency, and a powerful 
fomenter of group trust. 
Part III: Implications for Future Research 
In the two immediately preceding sections of this chapter, a 
number of applications of Heath's model in the areas of education 
and management were suggested. In this section specific issues 
arising out of the present study will be highlighted with further 
research in mind. This focus falls primarily on how theoretical 
assertions of Heath's model regarding X, Y, and Z typologies can 
be field-tested in diverse organizational settings. 
In the present study the categorizations of individual 
managers into the X, Y, or Z typology at various levels of 
maturity was arrived at through exclusive use of the MOE. An 
additional method that could be used to verify the differences in 
Ill 
t6nipGraiDGnt assGrtGd by MOE scotgs might bG to intGrviGw 
subordinatGS of thG managors in thG study. If subordinatGS' 
pGrcGptions of thGir bossGs' managorial stylo agroGd with 
classifications on the MOE, i.G., if X managers wore seen as 
"harmonizGrs," Y managers as "producers," and Z managers as 
"innovators," not only would these perceptions tend to reinforce 
Heath's theory, it would facilitate criterion-related validity of 
Heath's MOE. Interview data would also provide a more behavioral 
supplement to the psychological orientatin of the theory and 
instrumentation. If substantial differences came to light between 
subordinates perceptions of their bosses, and each managers MOE 
classifications then these differences could be pinpointed and 
used to refine the MOE. 
One of the theoretical assumptions in Heath's model asserts 
that Z types with their eccentric tendencies will not make 
effective managers. This is an assumption which was not tested in 
the present study and has not been tested elsewhere. Only two Z 
types were found in the sample which made analysis regarding 
effectiveness impossible. It is possible that the low number of 
Zs present in the sample supports Heath's assertion. More direct 
research is needed. For example perhaps companies which place 
high priority, or new product invention, indeed companies who see 
their survival and growth to be predicated on breakthrough 
technology, may value the effectiveness of Z types more than 
conventional organizations. Further, it may be that Z type 
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managers do well in certain environments such as think tank or 
research and development departments. Indeed further research 
needs to be done or the placement of X, Y, and Zs generally, not 
only in different types of organizations, but also to ascertain 
whether any clustering of types is found in certain areas or 
departments within particular organizations. For example, is 
there any truth to the notion suggested by Heath's theory that 
people-oriented X's would tend to be found in high percentages in 
the human resource function, that task-oriented Y's would 
predominate in such areas as production in marketing, or, as has 
been suggested above, that creative Zs might tend to cluster in 
research and development? Moreover, what are the effects or 
organizational values where Xs, Ys, or Zs respectively dominate 
senior management positions? For instance, would a high 
percentage of Xs in senior management positions mean that the 
values of the organization would be strongly people-oriented? 
Would a clustering of Ys in senior management positions translate 
into a culture primarily oriented to bottom line considerations? 
These issues provide a rich assortment of research 
opportunities for further studies, and, indeed, if answers to 
these questions can be generated through using Heath's model then 
the field of organizational development will have been brought 
closer to understanding the complexities inherent in 
organizational life. Furthermore, understanding the three 
temperaments can facilitate the understanding of and movement 
toward collaboration. 
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Chapter Summary 
It is apparent from the foregoing pages that Roy Heath's 
theory has implications in a number of areas, both related to the 
present study as well as in other disciplines. 
In Part One a number of implications to education were 
presented which would appear to be a logical extension of Heath's 
original research at Princeton. These implications primarily 
concerned the learning processes of the X, Y, and Z types at 
various levels of maturity. 
Part Two was concerned with implications of Heath's theory 
to management. Emphasis was made on the need for more extensive 
replications of the present study. Suggestions for further 
research and applications of the theory in the areas of job-person 
fit, identification of future and potential leaders, 
team-building, and conflict resolution were made. 
Part three dealt with implications for further research 
using Heath's theory within culturally diverse organizational 
settings. Suggestions were made to interview the subordinates of 
managers in addition to relying only on the MOE in order to test 
whether MOE results correlated with subordinates perceptions of 
their bosses. Heath's assertion that Z managers will tend to be 
ineffective was presented and suggestions for field testing this 
assumption were made. Further, suggestions for studying the 
possible clustering of the three temperaments in certain 
departments was made, as well as suggestions for field testing 
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whether clusters of Xs, Ys, and Zs in senior management positions 
might impact upon the values of the organization as a whole. 
While the sample in the present research was restricted to a 
relatively small number, the findings point toward possibilities 
for extensive research in a variety of areas. 
Conclusion 
A Chinese proverb says that "a journey of a thousand miles 
begins with the first step," and indeed the results of this study 
demonstrate not only a beginning step, but point to a journey 
whose destination seems worthwhile. 
Heath's theory, based on a classical study that has been 
continuously refined by Roy Heath over the past 30 years, has now 
received formal testing in a work context and its practical 
applications appear to be promising. This study might provide the 
basis for further research into the maturity dimensions of 
personality that underlie interdependence and effective 
management. It suggests the need for further research to clarify 
the role of temperament in managerial effectiveness. Moreover, 
research that attempts to delve into a problem from one point of 
view often stimulates research on the same problem from other 
points of reference. 
As workers adopt new values many assumptions about 
organizational life break down (Yankelovitch, 1979; Katzell, 1979; 
Kerr, 1979), and it becomes increasingly important to make the 
•aouaua^j-Lp [enpLAipuL 6uluouoli pue 6uLpuB:;suapun 
a[LL|M ‘/Cauapuadapjat^uL suouoli hollim 6uLULeu:^ 
[BLjaScueiu uja:;sA's b >iuoMpunou6 aq; BuipiAoud 04 santo Mau 
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MODES OF EXISTENCE TEST 
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MODES OF EXISTENCE TEST 
Roy Heath, Ph.D. 
Name Date 
Directions: 
1. Clearly print your name and the date above. 
2. People vary in the image they have of themselves and the perception of their existence in the world. Care¬ 
fully read through the following eleven statements (one statement per page) selecting only three state¬ 
ments which closely resemble your own self-image. 
3. Should you find among your chosen three statements a phrase or sentence which does not jibe with the 
rest of the statement insofar as you are concerned, line out that phrase you wish to delete. Also, in the inter¬ 
est of a more accurate self-portrayal, you are free to insert a word or phrase where you wish to do so among 
the three statements you have chosen. 
4. On the scale below, distribute the three statements which closely resemble yourself as to the degree of 
resemblance. 
Statement Degree of 
(Letter) resemblance 
10 
9 
8 
7 
6 
5 
4 
Practically identical 
with yourself. 
Only moderate resemblance 
to yourself. 
5. Indicate in the box below the statement which yeasf resembles yourself ; 
Statement of least resemblance f””"” 
© 1983 by Roy Heath, Ph.D. 
Reproduction of this document without written authorization 
from the author is prohibited. Address all enquiries to: 
Roy Heath, 1193 South East St„ Amherst, MA 01002. 
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MODES OF EXISTENCE TEST 
Statement A 
I have always been the sort of person who has been able to set and maintain for 
himself a vigorous pace. This has been true both physically and mentally. I thrive 
on activity. However, I know that relaxation has its place too. Sometimes, it's impor¬ 
tant to let up, especially where the outcome is not that important. 
Another thing: I have to learn a lot about my handling of people. When someone 
challenges me, I hate to see the challenge go unmet. I never mean anything person¬ 
al in my competitiveness but people don't always realize that. 
Of course, I see the value of relaxing and just enjoying my friends for what they 
are instead of secretly competing with them all the time. 
In my reading, too, I think relaxing helps. In pressing to get everything done, I 
sometimes miss the subtle points. With further reflection, I sometimes understand 
more. Also when I relax, more original ideas come to me. 
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MODES OF EXISTENCE TEST 
Statement B 
I have always been fairly easy to get along with. I am not one to push myself 
ahead of others the way some people do. I've found that people generally like you 
to accept them as they are. However, some of them should try the same advice, in¬ 
stead of pushing others into things they can't get out of. I like my own group. Even 
though we don't talk about it, we sort of understand each other. 
As a person I'm not going to set the world on fire. I've got my share of intelli¬ 
gence but I've never been what you call an intellectual. I appreciate good music 
and art but I seriously doubt I will ever create an artistic masterpiece. If I ever did 
something substantial along creative lines it wouldn't be way out or avant-garde. I 
would want it to be something a lot of people could appreciate. 
Making decisions is always fairly difficult, especially if someone is on your back 
or is rushing you. If I can take my time, I can usually make a good decision and 
stick to it. 
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MODES OF EXISTENCE TEST 
Statement C 
Of one thing I am sure — people vary in an almost infinite complexity of forms. 
Frankly, in reading over the various modes of existence I found myself resisting the 
notion that people can be classified in this manner. I can see aspects of myself in 
almost all of the statements presented. I might go along and make a few choices but 
I would like to go on record as being somewhat negative to the whole idea of per¬ 
sonality classification. I do not mean, however, that I am opposed to people having 
a better understanding of themselves. I am not sure, however, that this test is the 
most effective way of going about it. 
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MODES OF EXISTENCE TEST 
Statement D 
To be truthful with you, I am pretty mixed up! There are so many sides to me that 
it's a wonder that anybody understands me. Sometimes I doubt if anyone really 
does, myself included. 
If I didn't think so much about things, life would be a hell of a lot more peaceful. 
Some of my ideas don't seem half bad, especially at the time. When I get a good 
idea, I can't wait to try it out. This is when I am apt to go off half-cocked and the re¬ 
sults show it. I wonder if anyone ever gets as disgusted with himself or as far down 
in the dumps as I do. I hope not. 
Things are not always that bad. There are times when the going is good. I have 
moments, for example, when I feel close to nature, or whatever you might want to 
call it. Sometimes, too, my thinking moves fast, very fast! Doors start opening up all 
over the place. Basically, I believe I have a creative turn of mind and could do 
something special — if I don't mess up my chance. 
I know I have real potential. But right now don't bet on me — things could go 
either way. 
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MODES OF EXISTENCE TEST 
Statement E 
Temperamentally I am a cautious person particularly when it comes to express¬ 
ing myself freely among people I don't know too well. Once I feel sure about a 
person, I can relax and feel as free as the next person. 
Usually, I try to keep the peace, rather than start something that might upset 
somebody. However, there are times when you must take a strong stand, in spite of 
possible consequences. Sometimes friends appreciate it more when you reveal both 
your strengths and weaknesses. Occasionally this will lead to a deeper and more 
meaningful relationship. 
But I still do not like to offend people or get them upset. Everyone has their own 
peculiar set of problems so that when life does seem to be at least endurable for the 
other guy, why not let it continue to be that way. 
Each of us in his own way should try to make the world a better place to live in. 
This is the least I can expect of myself. In order to do this, however, there will be 
times when I will have to stand up for myself and let the chips fall where they may. 
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MODES OF EXISTENCE TEST 
Statement F 
To be honest, I should claim at least three personal faults: moodiness, self- 
centeredness, and a fascination for anything that is strange or new. 
I can be, and quite genuinely so, the life of the party. I'll enjoy it all and so will 
the others at the party. On other occasions, going to a party is the last thing I want 
to do. When I am in this mood I would much rather be alone. Not all of my aloneness 
is unpleasant. Sometimes I will feel very much in tune with the world, and prefer 
solitude to read, take a walk, or just sit and think. 
When I get a good idea or concoct some great scheme I usually can't wait to visit 
one or two of my friends and tell them about it. When I get excited at times like this 
my friends, of course, have to do most of the listening. 
I have always had the problem of settling down and concentrating on one area 
only. I become so overextended that I just don't take the time to get any one thing 
done well. If I discipline myself I can get away from the distractions and 
concentrate. I know I have the talent to create and bore very deeply into something 
because I have had occasions when I have done it. The pity is that these occasions 
don't happen more often. 
Even though many people don't understand me I am getting on to myself and 
honestly enjoy being me, in spite of my moods and irrational moments. 
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MODES OF EXISTENCE TEST 
Statement G 
I m the restless sort. I prefer to be busy. Ever since I was a kid, I’ve been pretty 
successful in finding things to do. A lot of people waste their time but I feel better 
when I'm actually doing something worthwhile. I am much happier when I am 
busily occupied in both work and play. 
Many people complain about their lot in life. They would be much better off if 
they got down to work and began to do something about their difficulties. 
Friends are fine but we shouldn't lean on them. In the long run each person has 
to fight his own battles and win his own wars. Ideas, too, are good but what counts 
is what we do with ideas. 
There are many things I would like to do. It's a good feeling when you do some¬ 
thing well. There is nothing better than a real sense of accomplishment. Sometimes, 
of course, a strong ambition to do well results in other people becoming angry, but 
this generally isn't too serious, and most people appreciate a job well done. 
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MODES OF EXISTENCE TEST 
Statement H 
I guess I d have to call myself a listener. I like to be around a group, and I enjoy 
heanng other people discuss things. I usually don't say too much in the 
discussions, although it sometimes turns out that my ideas would have been quite 
good. In this respect, I am afraid I don't add much to the group. 
I have some friends, but I usually listen to them and say comparatively little. 
There are so many sides to many issues that 1 am afraid I just don't know enough to 
make valid comments, although the others sometimes don't know too much more. 
Sometimes I worry because I am not really doing anything. It isn't so much that I 
am lazy as that I have no idea what goals I ought to have. Until I do find myself, I 
am afraid I will remain quite passive. 
Somehow I have to get out of myself. I need to stop holding back my ideas and 
feelings. I need the courage to let them come out and in so doing find out what they 
really are and what I really am. Until I do, I will never find the sense of well-being 
that would come through true self-expression. Otherwise I may continue to have 
periods of moodiness and even, at times, depression. 
Right now I am just trying to expand my horizon, and hope that someday I will 
get a grip on life. 
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MODES OF EXISTENCE TEST 
Statement J 
My greatest need is time, particularly to read, think or just do things I have not 
done before. Although I can get absorbed in an interesting job almost anywhere at 
any time, there are so many other things to do that I sometimes feel lost in the rush. 
Most of my limitations are inherent. My friends are well aware of this. It is the 
unexpected similarities that keep our friendships going. 
Sometimes I think we all take life too seriously; it ought to be fun. If I step back, I 
find almost everything intriguing or at least smile-able. 
Life is a dance. 
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MODES OF EXISTENCE TEST 
Statement K 
I enjoy working through the complexities of life, especially in the area of personal 
relationships. There is so much out there that I yearn to touch and feel. Persons that 
I may once have considered strange or even weird I now find I can thoroughly 
appreciate. Some have become close friends of mine. 
Should the truth be known, I feel I have yet to experience the full thrust of my 
passions. The loving relationships I now have should satisfy me but as the days 
move along there are periods of discontent and unrest that I cannot fully fathom. 
Underneath I keep wondering whether life might be still more rich, more exciting. 
Perhaps the greatest joys have come from those efforts where in some small way I 
have been creative. The older I become the more I believe that the ultimate value in 
life may be aesthetic. Perhaps some day I may produce something really 
worthwhile but it may be too exotic or esotenc to be appreciated by my more con¬ 
ventional associates. But here is the question: do I possess the courage to let the 
chips fall -where they may? Therein lies both my problem and perhaps my hope for 
the future. 
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MODES OF EXISTENCE TEST 
Statement L 
My biggest challenge has been a very personal one, viz. to accept myself with all 
the unwanted and devious undercurrents that flow in my being. On one level I can 
accept the fact that I am not all masculine or all feminine, all Adam or all Eve. At 
root all of us are probably bisexual. At a deeper level, I do wonder whether all the 
contrasting strains within my psyche will ever be resolved to my satisfaction or to 
others'. At least I can keep trying to be open to those I find I can trust. 
With my never-ending ambivalences, coming to a fully trusting relationship has 
been, and still remains, difficult. The fact that I have established one or two really 
close friendships has encouraged me to keep trying. What a relief it has been to dis¬ 
cover that I can unwind in a few instances and be fully open with myself in the pre¬ 
sence of another being. What a difference these friends have made in my life! 
I know that I am active, high-strung and competitive; perhaps overly ambitious. 
I am convinced that these traits are indigenous, an integral part of my 
temperament. Yet I find myself more and more amused at my efforts to do things 
that will seem to make me important in the eyes of others. It is times such as these 
that I am struck on reflection with the reality of my relative insignificance. 
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DIRECTIONS 
This inventory consists of pairs of numbered statements. Read each 
statement and decide which of the two paired statements most consistently 
applies to you. 
You are to mark your answers on the answer sheet you have. Lookatthe 
example of the answer sheet shown at the right. If 
the first statement of the pair is TRUE or MOSTLY 
TRUE as applied to you, blacken between the lines 
in the column headed "a". (See Example Item I at 
right.) If the second statement of the pair is TRUE 
or MOSTLY TRUE as applied to you, blacken be¬ 
tween the lines in the column headed "Ti". (See 
Example Item 2 at right.) If neither statement ap¬ 
plies to you, or if they refer to something you don't 
know about, make no answer on the answer sheet. 
Remember to give YOUR OWN opinion of yourself and do not leave any blank 
spaces if you can avoid it. 
In marking your answers on the answer sheet, be sure that the number 
of the statement agrees with the number on the answer sheet. Make your marks 
heavy and black. Erase completely any answer you wish to change. Do not make 
any marks in this booklet. 
Remember, try to make some answer to every statement. 
Before you begin the inventory, be sure you put your name, your sex. 
your age, and the other information called for in the space provided on the answer 
sheet. 
NOW OPEN THE BOOKLET AND START WITH QUESTION 1. 
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1. a. lam bound by the principle of fairness. 
b. I am not absolutely bound by the principle of 
fairness. 
2. a. When a friend does me a favor, I feel that I 
must return it. 
b. When a friend does me a favor. I do not feel 
that I must return it. 
3. a. I feel I must always tell the truth, 
b. I do not always tell the truth. 
4. a. No matter how hard I try, my feelings are 
often hurt. 
b. If I manage the situation right, I can avoid 
being hurt. 
5. a. I feel that I must strive for perfection In 
everything that I undertake. 
b. I do not feel that I must strive for perfection 
in everything that I undertake. 
6. a. I often make my decisions spontaneously, 
b. I seldom make my decisions sponuneously. 
7. a. I am afraid to be myself. 
b. I am not afraid to be myself. 
8. a. I feel obligated when a stranger does me a 
favor. 
b. I do not feel obligated when a stranger does 
me a favor. 
9. a. I feel that I have a right to expect others to 
do what I want of them. 
b. I do not feel that I have a right to expect others 
to do what I want of them. 
10. a. I live by values which are in agreement with 
others. 
b. Hive by values which are primarily based on 
my own feelings. 
11. a. I am concerned with self-improvement at all 
times. 
b. I am not concerned with self-improvement at 
all times. 
12. a. I feel guilty when I am selfish. 
b. I don't feel guilty when I am selfish. 
13. a. I have no objection to getting angry, 
b. Anger is something I try to avoid. 
14. a. For me. anything is possible J I believe in 
myself. 
b. I have a lot of natural limitations even though 
I believe in myself. 
15. a. I put others' interests before my own. 
b. I do not put others' interests before my own. 
16. a. I sometimes feel embarrassed by 
compliments. 
b. I am not embarrassed by compliments. 
17. a. I believe it is important to accept others as 
they are. 
b. I believe it is important to understand why 
others are as they are. 
18. a. I can put off until tomorrow what I ought to do 
today. 
b. I don't put off until tomorrow what I ought to 
do today. 
19. a. I can give without requiring the other person 
to appreciate what I give. 
b. I have a right to expect the other person to 
appreciate what I give. 
20. a. My moral values are dictated by society, 
b. My moral values are self-determined. 
21. 2. I do what others expect of me. 
b. I feel free to not do what others expect of me. 
22. a. I accept my weaknesses. 
b. I don't accept my weaknesses. 
23. a. In order to grow emotionally, it is necessary 
to know why I act as I do. 
b. In order to grow emotionally, it is not neces¬ 
sary to know why I act as I do. 
24. a. Sometimes I am cross when I am not feeling 
well. 
b. I am hardly ever cross. 
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25. a. It is necessary that others approve of what I 
do. 
b. It is not always necessary that others approve 
of what I do. 
26. a. I am afraid of making mistakes. 
b. I am not afraid of making mistakes. 
27. a. I tnist the decisions I make spontaneously. 
b. I do not trust the decisions I make 
spontaneously. 
28. a. My feelings of self-worth depend on how much 
I accomplish. 
b. My feelings of self-worth do not depend on 
how much I accomplish. 
29. a. I fear failure. 
b. I don't fear failure. 
30. a. My moral values are determined, for the 
most part, by the thoughts, feelings and de¬ 
cisions of others. 
b. My moral values are not determined, for the 
most part, by the thoughts, feelings and de¬ 
cisions of others. 
31. a. It is possible to live life in terms of what I 
want to do. 
b. It is not possible to live life In terms of what 
I want to do. 
32. a. I can cope with the ups and downs of life. 
b. I cannot cope with the ups and downs of life. 
33. a. I believe in saying what I feel in dealing with 
others. 
b. I do not believe in saying what I feel in deal¬ 
ing with others. 
34. a. Children should realize that they do not have 
the same rights and privileges as adults. 
b. It is not important to make an issue of rights 
and privileges. 
35. a. lean "stick my neck out" in my relations with 
others. 
b. lavoid "sticking my neck out" in my relations 
with others. 
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36. a. I believe the pursuit of self-interest Is op¬ 
posed to interest in others. 
b. I believe the pursuit of self-interest is not 
opposed to interest in others. 
37. a. I find that I have rejected many of the moral 
values 1 was taught. 
b. I have not rejected any of the moral values I 
was taught. 
38. a. I live in terms of my wants, likes, dislikes 
and values. 
b. I do not live in terms of my wants, likes, dis¬ 
likes and values. 
39. a. I tr\i3t my ability to size up a situation. 
b. I do not trust my ability to size up a situation. 
40. a. I believe I have an innate capacity to cope 
with life. 
b. I do not believe I have an innate capacity to 
cope with life. 
41. a. I must justify my actions in the pursuit of my 
own Interests. 
b. I need not justify my actions in the pursuit of 
my own interests. 
42. a. I am bothered by fears of being inadequate, 
b. I am not bothered by fears of being inadequate. 
43. a. Ibelieve that man is essentially good and can 
be misted. 
b. Ibelieve that man is essentially evil and can¬ 
not be trusted. 
44. a. 1 live by the rules and standards of society. 
b. I do not always need to live by the rules and 
standards of society. 
45. a. I am bound by my duties and obligations to 
others. 
b. I am not bound by my duties and obligations 
to others. 
46. a. Reasons are needed to justify my feelings. 
b. Reasons are not needed to justify my feelings. 
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47. a. There are times when just being silent is the 
best way I can express my feelings. 
b. I find it difficult to express my feelings by 
Just being silent. 
48. a. I often feel it necessary to defend my past 
actions. 
b. I do not feel it necessary to defend my past 
actions. 
49. a. I like everyone I know. 
b. I do not like everyone I know, 
50. a. Criticism threatens my self-esteem. 
b. Criticism does not threaten my self-esteem. 
51. a. I believe that knowledge of what is right makes 
people act right. 
b. Ido not believe that knowledge of what is right 
necessarily makes people act right. 
52. a. I am afraid to be angry at those I love, 
b. I feel free to be angry at those I love. 
53. a. My basic responsibility is to be aware of my 
own needs. 
b. My basic responsibility is to be aware of 
others' needs. 
54. a. Impressing others is most important, 
b. Expressing myself is most important. 
55. a. To feel right, I need always to please others. 
• b. I can feel right without always having to please 
others. 
56. a. I will risk a friendship in order to say or do 
what I believe is right. 
b. I will not risk a friendship just to say or do 
what is right. 
57. a. I feel bound to keep the promises I make. 
b. I do not always feel bound to keep the promises 
I make. 
58. a. I must avoid sorrow at all costs. 
b. It is not necessary for me to avoid sorrow. 
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59. a. I strive always to predict wbat will happen in 
the future. 
b. I do not feel It necessary always to predict 
what will happen In the future. 
60. a. It La important that others accept my point of 
view. 
b. It Is not necessary for others to accept my 
point of view. 
61. a. I only feel tree to express warm feelings to 
my friends. 
b. I feel free to express both warm and hostile 
feelings to my friends. 
62. a. There are many times when it is more im¬ 
portant to express feelings than to carefully 
evaluate the situation. 
b. There are very few times when it is more im¬ 
portant to express feelings than to carefully 
evaluate the situation. 
63. a. I welcome criticism as an opportunity for 
growth. 
b. I do not welcome criticism as an opportunity 
for growth. 
64. a. Appearances are all-important. 
b. Appearances are not terribly important. 
65. a. I hardly ever gossip. 
b. I gossip a little at times. 
66. a. I feel free to reveal my weaknesses among 
friends. 
b. I do not feel free to reveal my weaknesses 
among friends. 
67. a. I should always assume responsibility for 
other people's feelings. 
b. I need not always assume responsibility for 
other people's feelings. 
68. a. I feel free to be myself and bear the 
consequences. 
b. I do not feel free to be myself and bear the 
consequences. 
GO ON TO THE NEXT P.\GE 
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69. a. I already know all I need to know about my 
feelings. 
b. As life goes on, I continue to know more and 
more about my feelings. 
70. a. I hesitate to show my weaknesses among 
strangers. 
b. I do not hesitate to show my weaknes ses 
among strangers. 
71. a. I will continue to grow only by setting my 
sights on a high-level, socially approved goal. 
h. I will continue to grow best by being myself. 
72. a. I accept Inconsistencies within myself. 
b. I cannot accept inconsistencies within myself. 
73. a. Man is naturally cooperative, 
b. Man is naturally antagonistic. 
74. a. I don't mind laughing at a dirty joke, 
b. I hardly ever laugh at a dirty joke. 
75. a. Happiness is a by-product inhuman 
relationships. 
b. Happiness is an end in human relationships. 
76. a. I only feel free to show friendly feelings to 
strangers. 
b. I feel free to show both friendly and unfriendly 
feelings to strangers. 
77. a. I try to be sincere but I sometimes fail, 
b. I try to be sincere and I am sincere. 
78. a. Self-interest is natural, 
b. Self-interest is unnatural. 
79. a. A neutral party can measure a happy relation¬ 
ship by observation. 
b. A neutral party cannot measure a happy rela¬ 
tionship by observation. 
80. a. For me, work and play are the same, 
b. For me. work and play are opposites. 
81. a. Two people will get along best if each con¬ 
centrates on pleasing the other. 
b. Two people can get along best if each person 
feels free to express himself. 
82. a. I have feelings of resentment about things that 
are past. 
b. I do not have feelings of resentment about 
things that are past. 
83. a. I like only masculine men and feminme 
women. 
b. I like men and women who show masculinity 
as well as femininity. 
94. a. I actively attempt to avoid embarrassment 
whenever I can. 
b. I do not actively attempt to avoid 
embarrassment. 
85. a. I blame my parents for a lot of my troubles, 
b. I do not blame my parents for my troubles. 
86. a. I feel that a person should be silly only at the 
right time and place. 
b. I can be silly when I feel like it. 
87. a. People should always repent their wrong¬ 
doings. 
b. People need not always repent their wrong¬ 
doings. 
88. a. I worry about the future. 
b. I do not worry about the future. 
89. a. Kindness and ruthlessness must be opposites. 
b. Kindness and ruthlessness need not be 
opposites. 
90. a. I prefer to save good things for future use. 
b. I prefer to use good things now. 
91. a. People should always control their anger, 
b. People should express honestly-felt anger. 
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92. a. The truly spiritual man is sometimes sensual, 
b. The truly spiritual man is never sensual. 
93. a. I am able to express my feelings even when 
they sometimes result in undesirable 
consequences. 
b. I am unable to express my feelings if they are 
likely to result in undesirable consequences. 
94. a. I am often ashamed of some of the emotions 
that 1 feel bubbling up within me. 
b. I do not feel ashamed of my emotions. 
95. a. I have had mysterious or ecstatic experiences. 
b. I have never had mysterious or ecstatic 
experiences. 
96. a. I am orthcxloxly religious. 
b. I am not orthodoxly religious. 
97. a. I am completely free of guilt, 
b. I am not free of guilt. 
98. a. I have a prol)lem in fusing sex and love, 
b. I have no problem in fusing sex and love. 
99. a. I enjoy detaehment and privacy. 
b. I do not enjoy detachment and privacy. 
100. a. I feel dedicated to my work. 
b. I do not feel dedicated to my work. 
101. a. lean express affection regardless of whether 
it is returned. 
b. I cannot express affection unless I am sure it 
will be returned. 
102. a. Living for the future is as important as living 
for the moment. 
b. Only living for the moment is Important. 
103. a. It is better to be yourself, 
b. It is better to be popular. 
104. a. Wishing and imagining can be bad. 
b. Wishing and imagining are always good. 
105. a. I spend more time preparing to live, 
b. I spend more time actually living. 
106. a. I am loved because I give love, 
b. I am loved because I am lovable. 
107. a. When I really love myself, everybody will 
love me. 
b. When I really love myself, there will still be 
those who won't love me. 
108. a. I can let other people control me. 
b. lean let other people control me if I am sure 
they will not continue to control me. 
109. a. As they are, people sometimes annoy me. 
b. As they are, people do not annoy me. 
110. a. Living for the future gives my life Its primary 
meaning. 
b. Only when living for the future ties into living 
for the present does my life have meaning. 
111. a. IfoUowdiligently the motto. "Don'twaste your 
time. " 
b. I do not feel bound by the motto, "Don't waste 
your time." 
112. a. What I have been in the past dictates the kind 
of person I will be. 
b. What I have been in the past does not neces¬ 
sarily dictate the kind of person I will be. 
113. a. It is important to me how I live in the here and 
now. 
b. It is of little importance to me how I live in 
the here and now. 
114. a. I have had an experience where life seemed 
just perfect. 
b. I have never had an experience where life 
seemed just perfect. 
115. a. Evil is the result of frustration in trying to 
be good. 
b. Evil is an intrinsic part of human nature which 
fights good. 
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U6. a. A person can completely change his essential 
nature. 
b. A person can never change his essential 
nature. 
117. a. I am afraid to be tender. 
b. lam not afraid to be tender. 
118. a. I am assertive and affirming. 
b. I am not assertive and affirming. 
119. a. Women should be trusting and yielding. 
b. Women should not be trusting and yielding. 
120. a. I see myself as others see me. 
b. I do not see myself as others see me. 
121. a. It is a good idea to think about your greatest 
potential. 
b. A person who thinks about his greatest poten¬ 
tial gets conceited. 
122. a. Men should be assertive and affirming. 
b. Men should not be assertive and affirming. 
123. a. I am able to risk being myself. 
b. I am not able to risk being myself. 
124. a. I feel the need to be doing something signifi¬ 
cant all of the time. 
b. I do not feel the need to be doing something 
significant all of the time. 
125. a. I suffer from memories. 
b. I do not suffer from memories. 
126. a. Men and women must be both yielding and 
assertive. 
b. Men and women must not be both yielding and 
assertive. 
127. a. I like to participate actively in intense 
discussions. 
b. I do not like to participate actively in intense 
discussions. 
129. a. I am self-sufficient. 
b. I am not self-sufficient. 
129. a. I like to withdraw from others for extended 
periods of time. 
b. I do not like to withdraw trom others for ex¬ 
tended periods of time. 
130. a. I always play fair. 
b. Sometimes I cheat a little. 
131. a. Sometimes I feel so angry I want to destroy 
or hurt others. 
b. I never feel so angry that I want to destroy or 
hurt others. 
132. a. I feel certain and secure in my relationships 
with others. 
b. I feel uncertain and insecure in my relation¬ 
ships with others. 
133. a. I like to withdraw temporarily from others. 
b. I do not like to withdraw temporarily from 
others. 
134. a. I can accept my mistakes. 
b. I cannot accept my mistakes. 
135. a. I find some people who are stupid and 
uninteresting. 
b. I never find any people who are stupid and 
uninteresting. 
136. a. I regret my past. 
b. I do not regret my past. 
137. a. Being myself is helpful to others. 
b. Just being myself is not helpful to others. 
138. a. I have had moments of intense happiness when 
I felt like I was experiencing a kind of ecstasy 
or bliss. 
b. I have not had moments of intense happiness 
when I felt like I was experiencing a kind of 
bliss. 
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139. a. People have an instinct for evil. 
b. People do not have an instinct for evil. 
140. a. For me, the future usually seems hopeful, 
b. For me, the futtire often seems hopeless. 
141. a. People are both good and evil. 
b. People are not both good and evil. 
142. a. My past is a stepping stone for the future, 
b. My past is a handicap to my future. 
143. a. "Killing time" is a problem for me. 
b. "Killing time" is not a problem for me. 
144. a. For me, past, present and future is in mean¬ 
ingful continuity. 
b. For me, the present is an island, unrelated 
to the past and future. 
145. a. My hope for the future depends on having 
friends. 
b. My hope for the future does not depend on 
having friends. 
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146. a. I can like people without having to approve 
of them. 
b. I cannot like people unless I also approve of 
them. 
147. a. People are basically good. 
b. People are not basically good. 
148. a. Honesty is always the best policy. 
b. There are times when honesty is not the best 
policy. 
149. a. I can feel comfortable with less than a perfect 
performance. 
b. I feel uncomfortable with anything less than a 
perfect performance. 
150. a. I can overcome any obstacles as long as I be¬ 
lieve in myself. 
b. I cannot overcome every obstacle even if I 
believe in myself. 
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PLEASE NOTE: The overall rating system that follows below is used 
by the manager s immediate supervisor. In the present 
^jother evaluation systems were used in 
addition to this one. 
4. OVERALL RATING 
As was mentioned earlier, the second scale used for the 
performance review is the Overall Rating Scale. After methodically 
looking at every area and all aspects of the employee's perform¬ 
ance throughout the year, you should select the rating that best 
reflects the employee's overall level of performance. This is the 
rating that will determine the percentage salary increase (i.e., 
merit and/or promotion) the individual is eligible for. Remember 
to take into account the importance and weight of each responsi¬ 
bility/objective. Listed below is the scale and an extended 
explanation for each category. 
Overall Rating Scale 
m 
Results achieved are far beyond the requirements of the 
Performance Plan in all areas. This rating admits to 
a consistently strong performance over the entire year 
with results that contribute significantly to the unit's 
success. The individual in this case is recognized as 
an employee in the top 5% of the division's performers. 
He/she will stand out among peers and will be seen as 
highly influential to those in the immediate work setting 
and possibly beyond. While the ideal exceptional per¬ 
former has mastered all areas within his/her responsi¬ 
bilities, it is more realistic to admit that some highly 
successful employees will have limitations in some areas, 
though probably not within their high priority respon¬ 
sibilities. A rule of thumb might be to ask, "does this 
individual have highest ratings in a substantial portion 
of his/her performance plan?" "Does this person stand 
i 
i 
out above almost all the others in the work unit?" 
Is he/she spoken of highly amonq peers?" "Without 
this person's contribution would'the unit's perform¬ 
ance have noticeably declined?" The exceptional 
performer will be acknowledged by many 
0 
Results achieved far exceed the requirements of the 
Performance Plan in all key areas. The difference 
between this high performer and the [1| employee is 
a matter of degree. The performer is not as 
influential as the exceptional employee though usually 
he/she will be regarded as a very important contributor 
with potential for added responsibilities. He/she has 
demonstrated a strong expertise within the respective 
position. Quality of performance, or quantity of out- 
put or a mix of both will be solidly felt. These per¬ 
formers will be seen as examples of truly capable and 
dedicated employees in their areas of expertise. As 
a rule of thumb ask, "does he/she have a Far Exceeds 
rating in key areas?" "Does this individual do the 
job without any need for supervision?" "Does he/she 
take initiative and can be depended on for coming up 
with good results?" "Do I occasionally use this person 
to coach others and can I delegate responsibility with 
comfort?" 
a 
Results achieved consistently meet and in some cases 
exceed the requirements of the Performance Plan in 
all key areas. This person is an above average per¬ 
former ail around and can be counted on to get the 
job done with minimum supervision. A [3] performer 
has some aspects of the 2 performer in that he/she 
can occasionally rise to meet a difficult situation 
and persevere to get the best out of the situation. 
There may be need, however, for more experience or 
job knowledge to consistently shine beyond just a 
few areas. Ask yourself, "is this person getting 
consistent ratings that meet the requirements with 
some cases of excellent results that demonstrate 
something above the average?" "Do I trust that this 
person will come through with that added touch of 
effort?" "Do I find that I spend less time coaching 
and directing this person?" 
m 
Results achieved consistently meet the requirements 
of the Performance Plan"! This person consistently 
meets his/her responsibilities and objectiveswith 
competence and occasional supervision. The [jj in¬ 
dividual may be regarded as someone who is function¬ 
ing at the appropriate level of his/her capabilities 
and doing what is expected in the performance of the 
job. On the other hand, it may be that the person 
is on a learning curve and not realizing his/her 
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full potential through sheer lack of experience and 
job knowledge but still doing an adequate job. This 
individual_n\ay also have a mix of scores that balance 
out in a overall rating. There are no easy rule 
of thumb questions for this category. It is mistak¬ 
enly seen as not measuring up, though this is not 
true. This category should acknowledge sound perform¬ 
ance for those who find themselves in a job where 
their skills and motivation are commensurate with the 
requirements, or where their performance is in transit, 
or simply where the extreme scores balance out. 
Results achieved do not meet the requirements of the 
Performance Plan. Employee needs coaching or training 
over a reasonable time period to develop competence. 
If the person has shown sufficient effort and willing¬ 
ness to indicate potential for improved performance, 
then corrective action should indicate yardsticks for 
performance improvement with supervisory support. If 
the unsatisfactory results were, on the other hand, 
due to uncooperativeness or other issues of unrespon¬ 
siveness, then the corrective action may require 
stronger disciplinary action to move the person beyond 
marginal levels of performance. 
Results achieved do not meet the requirements of the 
Performance Plan. Employee demonstrates inability to 
improve performance; release or re-assignment of 
employee may be justified. 
APPENDIX D 
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75% or more X's and/or Y's scored negatively on the 
following items in the POI: 
1, 2, 4, 11, 13, 14, 16, 23, 28, 29, 41, 42, 45, 
52, 57, 61, 66, 70, 84, 115, 130, 132, 150. 
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GenRad's Shared Values 
The Essential Nature and Purpose of the Business 
GenRad is primarily a growing group of people who are working 
together in a business enterprise: 
A. To accomplish a shared business mission to be the 
recognized international leader in our defined market. 
First and foremost, our primary focus must be on 
customer needs, because market leadership requires that 
we satisfy customers better than any competitor. 
B. To achieve substantial and reliable economic gains for the 
stockholder-owners. A sales growth rate adequate to 
retain the leadership position in our chosen market will 
continue to require strong internal fund generation 
plus periodic sale of new equity capital at favorable 
prices, supplemented by debt on favorable terms. The 
common prerequisite is consistently high profitability, 
dependably strong growth in earnings per share, and 
maintenance of a strong financial condition. 
C. To earn financial rewards and psychological benefits for 
ourselves as individuals, while continually developing 
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our own capabilities and the qualities of our lives. 
GenRad’s people together perform^ the functions of the 
enterprise in reaiicy we are Gen&ad—and our sttOftQly 
positive attitudes are essential for leadership 
perfomance by GenRad in the competitive marketplace. 
This in turn requires that GenRad people feel well 
served in their association with the company. 
None of these three primary interests—customers, investors, 
or employees—can be sacrificed; all must be satisfied for GenRad 
to be the recognized, international leader. 
To summarize: the essential nature of GenRad is a group of 
people working together to accomplish a shared business mission, 
and the essential purpose is to satisfy , consistently better than 
any competitor, our customers—through satisfaction of their needs, 
our investors—through financial performance, and our employees— 
through their rewards and continuing personal growth. 
2. Leadership Qualities throughout the company: 
Our shared mission ("recognized, international leadership") calls 
for GenRad’s market leadership by definition. Strong and effective 
leadership by controlling management is the obvious corailary. Less 
obvious is the need—in a complex, fast growing, and fast changing, 
high technology business—for strong, supporting leadership 
behavior throughout the company, because it is impossible to provide 
centralized direction for all tasks. 
-3- 
Leadership requires courage to step forward and commit 
publicly to risks, creativity to define innovations and new 
directions, personal qualities attraot fenfsllmont of Others 
and to empower them to work cooperatively^°implement innovation, 
perceptiveness and resourcefulness to identify and utilize key 
leverage factors, and stamina and flexibility to overcome 
obstacles and take advantage of chance. To foster leadership 
requires a climate which values innovation and tolerates a 
reasonable level of good-faith errors, recognizing in the 
experience of failure a powerful source of wisdom, if used for 
learning rather than denied, so as to encourage those whose 
ideas, if put for\>7ard and courageously pressed, could be valuable 
in improving all aspects of GenRad’s operations. 
3. Strong Relationships Necessary for Success: 
The effectiveness with which GenRad people work together, 
and the level and quality of our company’s relationships with 
employees, customers and suppliers, investors and bankers, 
educational institutions and the professions, the community and 
government, and the press, are decisive competitive advantages in 
our drive for sustained market leadership. In every instance, a 
strong relationship based on long-established trust yields major 
benefits with minimum cost and effort, and problems are quickly 
and cooperatively solved. Conversely, lack of trust poisons a 
relationship, escalating the cost and difficulty of accomplishment 
and magnifying and extending problems. 
Put simply, trust demands integrity, which goes by various 
-A- 
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names in different applications, such as quality, ethics, 
honesty, fairness, lawfulness, etc. Even so-called minor lapses 
of integrity spark strong, negative feelings and seriously impair 
trust, which is very hard to repair when weakened, and usually 
impossible to redeem once lost. apparent short-term benefit or 
convenience, or avoidance of cost or embarassment, is worth the 
risk to reputation and long-term success that inevitably accompanies 
any lapse of integrity in any form. 
While no person or organization can alv/ays have perfect 
integrity in everything, success in our mission of continuing, 
recognized, international leadership demands that every GenRad 
person understand the necessity of having extremely high standards 
of integrity and of fully reflecting them in all Individual and 
organizational behaviors. Whenever a lapse is recognized, 
honest corrective and make-up actions must be taken, even if costly, 
so as to avert any loss of trust by the other parties involved. 
People will forgive if they see admission and correction, but 
they are harsh in their condemnation of apathy and outraged by 
any attempts to cover-up. Repeated instances of lapses of Integrity 
are a threat to GenRad’s long-term success. 
GenRad's policies and practices must be such that no employee 
is ever asked or expected to take an action that goes against 
their own sense of integrity, and GenRad’s high standards of 
integrity shall be upheld even in areas where lesser standards 
are allegedly, or actually, customary. 
-5- 
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A. Solid Contact \d.th Reality to be Maintained: 
"Reality" has been defined as what happens to you while 
you’re trying to carry out other plans. We each have an obligation 
to ourselves, and to others who depend on us, not to allow 
ourselves to be blind-sided by reality. Many people and companies 
have been damaged by facts and trends that were begging for 
recognition, but which were either not seen or denied. 
Closely connected to the concept of realism and its implications 
in a business are aspects suggested by these words: balance, 
stability, predictability, prudence, control, sound management, 
systematic processes, etc. I have chosen the word "realism" to 
symbolize our belief in the necessity of tempering our creative, 
and valuable, flights of fancy with common sense and sound work¬ 
manship. Careful planning and management of all significant 
activities is vital to our ability to carry out the strategies 
required to outperform all competitors. 
5. People—The Integrating Reality: 
The four concept-areas discussed above—purpose, leadership, 
relationships, and realism——are all intangible ideas in our minds. 
\^ile GenRad does involve tangibles such as products, buildings, 
equipment, and documents of all kinds, these are all relatively 
short-lived in our dynamic, technology-driven industry. Our 
primary, tangible, most enduring reality is Gen^ people togethe_r— 
the ideas and efforts that will create from their qualities come 
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our future and accomplish our shared mission of sustained,, 
recognized, international leadership. Our people put all the 
rest together under the-gghSiad feanneT aT« <fcfhe iCTrt:gg<ra»UiTig 
reality. 
Yet, as the complexity of our world, our industry, and our 
o\m business affairs continue to grow rapidly without limit, no 
oi^ individual—or even few individuals—can thoroughly know 
and understand enough to be successful in achieving and maintaining 
a leadership position. Ue must all increasingly interact with 
others to gain a working view of the whole, choose the optimum 
course, and carry out the necessary actions. I believe that the 
key success factor of the future will be the abilities of people 
in the different areas of a corporation’s operations to work 
together effectively, to integrate their connected efforts, 
better than any competitor. To do this we all must develop 
sensitivity and skill in interpersonal relationships and an 
internal attitude of concern, care, and respect for other 
individuals over a wide range of personalities and styles. Such 
attitude^ together with an inspiring mission and shared, work-related 
basic beliefs and values, are the foundations of effective teamwork. 
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6. Spirit; 
The least tangible, most ephemeral, literally vital success 
factor is one we know little about intellectually but v/hich will 
nevertheless be well understood by everyone from only a few words. 
is the vitality, enthusiasm, motivation, pride, and enjoyment 
we put into and mutually experience in our work—our spark of life 
as an organization. It is something we can't just decide to have— 
if you try to force it, the result is not authentic—but it will 
naturally happen if we get the rest right, and it will more than 
repay our greatest efforts. 
7. Humanity and Success—-a Summary: 
I personally believe that all people—directly or indirectly, 
consciously or unconsciously—feel and are guided by three essential 
truths: 
1. The individual human, per se, is the ultimate human value. 
2. Constructive and complementary working relationship 
among people is the ultimate human activity. 
3. Close and active affiliation betv/een people is the 
ultimate human motivation. 
These underlying imperatives condition our perceptions and projections, 
our hopes and desires, our thoughts and feelings, and our plans and 
enterprises. They are bedrock for the structure of human behavior. 
( 
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I also believe that a business enterprise is not an organi¬ 
zation with human aspects among other aspects. Rather, a 
business enterprise ila. iltsaJLf, essence, a hxunan phenonmen- 
Constant awareness of the essential humanity of every aspect of 
our company should be an underlying guide for understanding, 
decisions, and behavior. 
In summary, because an enterprise is, most importantly, its 
people and their interrelationships, because company success 
depends on employees' personal success, and because industry 
leadership requires a work atmosphere of spirited cooperation, therefore, 
a company which is aware of, understands ,and highly values its 
own humanity is a company that can achieve true success in the 
long run, as measured by its positive leadership and influence: 
in its industry, with customers and suppliers, on its employees 
and their families, for its owners, in its communities, and on 
society generally. 
WRTrmeg 


